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November 5, 1985

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, November 5, 1985

The House met at 1 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. WRIGHT].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following com-
munication from the Speaker:

WasHINGTON, DC,
November 4, 1985.

I hereby designate the Honorable Jim
WRIGHT to act as Speaker pro tempore on
Tuesday, November 5, 1985.

THomASs P. O'NEILL, Jr.,

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Help us, gracious God, to use the
gifts available to Your people—the
gifts of charity and justice, of wisdom
and knowledge, of forgiveness and
mercy, of grace and love and peace.
May we recognize our responsibility to
use Your gifts wisely, making good use
of the time. We pray in Your holy
name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of
the last day's proceedings and an-
nounces to the House his approval
thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1,
Journal stands approved.

rule I, the

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment joint resolutions of the
House of the following titles:

H.J. Res. 126. Joint resolution to designate
the week of November 3, 1985, through No-
vember 9, 1985, as “National Drug Abuse
Education Week"; and

H.J. Res. 282. Joint resolution designating
the week beginning October 27, 1985, as
“National Alopecia Areata Awareness
Week."”

The message also announced that
the Senate had passed with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 2965. An act making appropriations
for the Departments of Commerce, Justice,

and State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1986, and for other purposes,

The message also announced that
the Senate insists upon its amend-
ments to the bill (H.R. 2965) “An act
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice, and
State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1986, and for other purposes,”
requests a conference with the House
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
RupMaN, Mr. Laxavt, Mr. STEVENS, Mr.
WEICKER, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. SPECTER,
Mr. HoLLINGS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. Bume-
ERS, Mr. CHILES, and Mr. LAUTENBERG
to be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The message also announced that
the Senate had passed joint resolu-
tions of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

S5.J. Res. 130. Joint resolution designating
the week beginning on November 10, 1985,
as ‘“‘National Blood Pressure Awareness
Week™;

S.J. Res. 213. Joint resolution to designate
January 19 through January 25, 1986, “Na-
tional Jaycee Week''; and

S.J. Res. 219, Joint resolution to designate
the week of February 9, 1986, through Feb-
ruary 15, 1986, as “National Humanities
Week, 1986."

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES
ON H.R. 3424, DEPARTMENTS OF
LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION
AND RELATED AGENCIES AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1986

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’'s table the bill (H.R. 3424)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1986 and for other pur-
poses, with Senate amendments there-
to, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments, and agree to the conference
asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kentucky? The Chair
hears none and, without objection, ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
NatcHER, SmiTH of Iowa, OBEY,
RovBaL, STOKES, EArRLY, DwYER of
New Jersey, HOYER, WHITTEN, CONTE,

O’BRIEN, PURSELL, PORTER, and YOUNG
of Florida.
There was no objection.

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is
Private Calendar day. The Clerk will
call the first individual bill on the Pri-
vate Calendar.

STEVEN McKENNA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1598)
for the relief of Steven McKenna.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

PAULETTE MENDES-SILVA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2316)
for the relief of Paulette Mendes-
Silva.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
bill be passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
concludes the call of the Private Cal-
endar,

DO WE NEED COMPETITION BE-
TWEEN FEDERAL MEDICAL FA-
CILITIES?

(Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I take this time to advise the
Members of another opportunity to
impact on the budget deficit. Last
week we passed the DOD Appropria-
tion Act of 1986 and the conference
report on the Veterans Health Care
Amendments of 1985. In addition, we
found ourselves enacting legislation
which would drastically reduce our
budget deficits over the next 5 years. I
draw these three bills together for
your attention because in them I find
an opportunity for achieving cost sav-
ings to the Government. In fact, as
chairman of the House Grace Caucus’
Task Force on Health, this is the kind
of issue that I believe could be more
appropriately addressed through a
greater sharing of resources.
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I am particularly concerned about
this today as the result of a newspaper
article discussing the Federal medical
facilities in Augusta, GA. The DOD
bill appropriated additional funds to
assist in reaching acceptable levels of
staffing at the Eisenhower Army Med-
ical Center. The VA bill includes a pro-
vision to ensure the equitable distribu-
tion of medical facilities throughout
the United States. As the Members
will recall, our alternative to Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings may well require
substantial cuts in VA and DOD medi-
cal programs. According to that news
item, the Army hospital has insuffi-
cient nurses, while the VA hospital
doesn’'t “have enough work for their
nurses.” Further, General Lanoue, Ei-
senhower’s director, wants to establish
a ward at the VA for his hospital's
doctors to work along with VA nurses.
Unfortunately that may not be as
simple as it should be. As he points
out: “The VA is totally separate from
the Department of Defense, but we
both are Federal hospitals, and it
seems there should be a way for us to
work this out.” He adds, “But there's a
thicket of redtape we all must face.”

Mr. Speaker, it's about time we
started to seriously address that red-
tape rather than indiscriminately ap-
plying a meat ax to our medical pro-
grams. Surely, we can find ways to end
this senseless competition for man-
power and financial resources. By so
doing we could plan rational reduc-
tions without threatening the quality
or level of services we provide to our
citizens.

e

MEETING EPA'S VEHICLE EMIS-
SION INSPECTION COMPLI-
ANCE STANDARD

(Mr, HILLIS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, it has
been 6 months since the EPA an-
nounced it would initiate procedures
to cut Federal transportation funds to
Lake and Porter Counties unless the
State of Indiana took steps to improve
the vehicle emission inspection compli-
ance rate.

It is my pleasure to report today
that great progress has been made
toward meeting EPA's minimum com-
pliance standard of 90 percent.

In April, only 48 percent of the re-
gion’s vehicles had been inspected and
no enforcement mechanism existed. As
of last week, the compliance rate had
soared to 80 percent and the State was
well into a new program of ticketing
vehicles which did not display an in-
spection sticker.

It is possible that we will reach the
90 percent compliance rate by the end
of the year.

The credit for this turn around goes
to Governor Orr, local law enforce-
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ment officers, the mass media and the
Indiana Vocational Technical College
[Ivy Tech] which runs the inspection
program.

I have written to the EPA asking
that they review these latest figures
and take note of the good faith efforts
which have been made toward emis-
sion compliance.

I believe those efforts should be re-
warded by lifting the threat of sanc-
tions.

SATELLITE EARTH STATION
DAY

(Mr. TAUZIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. Speaker, hundreds
of home satellite Earth station
owners, dealers, distributors, and man-
ufacturers assembled last Wednesday
on the Washington Mall to celebrate
“Satellite Earth Station Day,” the
first anniversary of the signing of the
Cable Communications Act of 1984
which affirmed dish owners’' legal
rights to receive unscrambled cable
satellite programs.

Mr. Speaker, it was an impressive
display of this new communications
technology. It is a growing one, and it
enables many citizens for the first
time to receive a variety of education-
al, informational, and entertainment
programming.

But the work of the Congress must
continue. Many networks and pro-
grammers have announced that they
will soon begin to scramble their sig-
nals—effectively locking out millions
of Americans who, only with the
advent of the satellite dish, can now
view this programming.

Mr. Speaker, we must ensure that
citizens have access to these and other
programming at fair and reasonable
prices. Although program distributors
have the right to charge for their serv-
ices, the decoding equipment—neces-
sary to unlock the scrambled signals
and the signals—must be available at
reasonable and competitive rates. I
have introduced H.R. 1840 to ensure
that this occurs.

Among the speakers at the first an-
niversary celebration Wednesday was
Congressman Tim WIRTH, chairman of
the Telecommunications Subcommit-
tee of Energy and Commerce, who an-
nounced that hearings will be held in
January to look into these issues. This
is welcome news to satellite owners,
distributors, manufacturers, and many
of us who worked on the Cable Com-
munications Policy Act of 1984.

THE ROLE OF SOCIAL SECURITY
RECIPIENTS IN ATTACKING
THE FEDERAL DEFICIT

(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, in the last
2 weeks we have finally seen the Fed-
eral deficit's potential for economic
disaster realized. Because of an inabil-
ity to agree on debt ceiling and bal-
anced budget legislation, the Social
Security Trust Fund has been divested
of its surplus. But I would like to take
this opportunity to clear up some
common misperceptions that are circu-
lating on whose fault this really is.

When the House passed the Gramm-
Rudman version modified by the
Democrats, it was with the knowledge
that the Senate would never accept it.
The House then voted to adjourn,
ending all chances of reconciling the
differences before the deadline for di-
vestiture of the Social Security Trust
Fund. This was an irresponsible action
by the majority party in the House
and it is that which will cost the Social
Security Trust Fund millions of dol-
lars.

I for one feel that the Social Securi-
ty recipients of this country have al-
ready been called upon enough in our
fight to eliminate the Federal deficit.

Two critical points have been proven
in this exercise. The first one is that it
is not the Democrats who have the
best interest of Social Security at
heart—it is the Republicans. And the
second one is that without Gramm-
Rudman we are only going to see more
financial disasters like this one, not
less.

O 1310

WHITE HOUSE CHARGED WITH
MISHANDLING MEDVID CASE

(Mr. PEASE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
voice my anger over the recent mis-
handling by White House, U.S. State
Department and Immigration and
Naturalization Service [INS] officials
of Ukrainian sailor Miroslav Medvid's
possible request for political asylum.

First of all, the United States has
long championed international respect
for basic human rights. Our concern
about the imprisonment within the
Soviet Union of such brave individuals
as Anatoly Scharansky and Irina Ra-
tushinskaya, and the oppression of
other Soviet dissidents including
Andrei Sakharov, has been cheapened
by our handling of the Medvid case.

Here we have a Soviet sailor who at-
tempted twice to escape from a Soviet
vessel in United States waters, who re-
portedly upon his first attempt was se-
verely beaten after being returned to
his vessel, and who was returned after
his second escape attempt by our INS
officials. Mr. Medvid remains there a
virtual prisoner—unable to communi-
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cate further with United States offi-
cials except at the pleasure of the
Soviet captain. We can well imagine
what fate awaits Mr. Medvid upon his
return to the Soviet Union.

Second, my colleague, Congressman
Epwarp FEIGHAN, and I have expressed
the concern of several of our constitu-
ents who may be relatives of Mr.
Medvid, but the White House is
stonewalling us. Our constituents are
currently in New Orleans with other
individuals who seek to communicate
with Mr. Medvid and to advise him of
their presence.

On Friday, November 1, Congress-
man FEIGHAN and I sent a telegram to
President Reagan urging him to detain
the Soviet vessel Marshal Konev in
United States waters until contact is
made directly with Mr. Medvid at a
neutral site by Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service officials again, and
by what may be his family, and until
Mr. Medvid is able to make his desires
more clearly known. Yesterday, Con-
gressman FEIGHAN and I sent a letter
to Ambassador Anatoliy Dobrynin ur-
gently requesting that our constitu-
ents be permitted to communicate di-
rectly with Mr. Medvid.

Please join me in our appeal to
President Reagan and the Justice De-
partment to take immediate and cor-
rective action to insure that the
human rights of Mr. Miroslav Medvid
are afforded him while he is here in
the United States. This young sailor is
entitled to every opportunity under
law to pursue political asylum in what
he has described as an “honest coun-
try.”

If the Reagan administration cannot
stand up for a Ukrainian freedom-
fighter in our midst, what is Mikhail
Gorbachev to conclude?

LEGISLATION TO GUARANTEE
REPLENISHMENT OF SOCIAL
SECURITY TRUST FUNDS

(Mr. ARCHER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, on a
Richter scale of Social Security crises,
the disinvestment of the trust funds
certainly has a high magnitude. In
order to minimize the aftershocks, I
want to reassure beneficiaries and
workers that Congress will enact legis-
lation to credit the trust funds for the
interest lost during the debt ceiling
crisis.

No program enjoys such broad sup-
port as does Social Security. The issue
is not whether Congress will act to re-
store that lost interest—but how.

My colleague from Nebraska, HaL
Daus, and I are introducing legislation
which will both make the Social Secu-
rity trust fund whole when this imme-
diate debt limit crisis is resolved and to
provide that the Social Security trust
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funds cannot be used in this manner
again in the future.

Specifically, the so-called advance
tax transfer mechanism in current law
has outlived its utility and needs to be
modified so that the Social Security
trust funds directly receive the payroll
taxes, rather than diverting them

through general revenues.

It's imperative that we adopt this
corrective legislation as quickly as pos-
sible so that public confidence in
Social Security is restored and so that
the trust funds themselves are com-
pletely replenished.

ROANOKE VALLEY, VA, SUFFERS
WORST FLOODING IN HISTORY

(Mr. OLIN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. OLIN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
and last evening the lion’s share of the
Sixth Congressional District of Virgin-
ia suffered its worst flood in recorded
history. The worst problem was in the
Roanoke Valley, Roanoke County, and
Salem, where the waters of the Roa-
noke River rose 23 feet. Countless
businesses and homes have between 10
and 15 feet of water in them. This is
worse than Hurricane Camille that hit
us in 1969.

The storm was widespread. It includ-
ed not only the Roanoke Valley but
the cities of Buena Vista, Waynesboro,
Covington, and Clifton Forge, and the
counties of Botetourt, Alleghany,
Rockbridge, Augusta, Bath, and Am-
herst.

Federal agencies, represented by the
Corps of Engineers and the Federal
Emergency Management Agency, are
on the scene. They are working well in
a coordinated fashion to deal with the
immediate problem of getting people
into a safe situation and restoring vital
services of power, water, and so on.

The Governor has declared that
these areas are in a state of emergen-
cy. I fully expect that the Governor
will determine that the degree of
damage is sufficient to call the Federal
Government into the act, and we
expect the President to be asked
within a matter of days to declare a
state of emergency.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the President,
when this request comes, to act on it
affirmatively. We have a very serious
disaster in this area.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT-
TEE ON SURFACE TRANSPOR-
TATION AND SUBCOMMITTEE
ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND
GROUNDS OF THE COMMITTEE
ON PUBLIC WORKS AND
TRANSPORTATION TO SIT ON
VARIOUS DAYS THIS WEEK
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. GRAY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
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committee on Surface Transportation
of the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation be permitted to sit
during the 5-minute rule on Tuesday,
Wednesday, and Thursday of this
week; and further, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Public Buildings and
Grounds of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation be permit-
ted to sit during the 5-minute rule on
Thursday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. DE
LA GaRzA). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

POLITICAL ASYLUM FOR
MIROSLAV MEDVID

(Mr. RITTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, informa-
tion is coming to light on a daily basis
on the Miroslav Medvid defection, and
all of this information points to the
fact that this young Ukrainian sailor
wished to defect. We have the inter-
view with Irene Padoch. This is the
original interview before he was taken
back on the Soviet ship. We have the
affidavits of the Wyman family whom
he first saw when he jumped off the
ship. We have the possibility that Mir-
oslav Medvid actually has family
within the United States.

Today, Mr. Speaker, I am introduc-
ing a resolution calling upon the Presi-
dent to conduct a complete investiga-
tion into whether or not Miroslav
Medvid was accorded the proper rights
and due process to be accorded in
cases of this kind. If he was not aec-
corded these proper rights and due
process, I would ask that he be accord-
ed these rights, and if he, after being
accorded the appropriate rights and
due process, decides to stay in the
United States, that he be granted po-
litical asylum.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this resolution of the Con-
gress to the President.

GRANTING ASYLUM

(Mr. CROCKETT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CROCKETT. Mr. Speaker, a
Soviet sailor who jumped ship and
who may have been seeking asylum in
this country, is returned to his ship by
United States immigration agents and
the ensuing newspaper and TV outcry
echoes in our ears. Attorney General
Meese is reportedly outraged and the
President orders an investigation.

One could wish that the President
and the media had shown the same
outrage and concern for the hundreds
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of Haitians and Central Americans
who have been summarily deported or
imprisoned by that same Immigration
Service in response to their request for
asylum here from political persecution
in their native lands.

In fact, today 11 individuals are on
trial in Arizona for their efforts to
provide sanctuary for Salvadorans
seeking asylum, and hundreds of Hai-
tians are still confined in our Federal
detention centers.

This recent concern for the Soviet
sailor and the tactical silence on the
plight of the Haitians and Central
Americans highlights and is indicative
of the discriminatory treatment we
accord refugees from Third World
countries who seek asylum on our
shores. Our concern and the protec-
tion of our laws should extend to all
who seek a safe haven here from polit-
ical persecution. And that law should
and must be applied to all in the non-
discriminatory and humane spirit in
which it was written.

THE IMPACT OF THE DEFICIT
REDUCTION AMENDMENTS ON
FARM PROGRAMS

(Mr. DAUB asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, one indica-
tion of sincerity is consistency. Initial
opposition to the Gramm-Mack pro-
posal was that it would force drastic
cuts. Now with the Democratic amend-
ment forcing far deeper cuts in many
programs in the first year, the criti-
cism seems to now be that Gramm-
Mack doesn’t cut enough.

As an example, the Rostenkowski
amendment to Gramm-Mack will dev-
astate the very heart of our support
for the beleaguered American farmer.
This basic support is in the form of de-
ficiency payments. Under the Rosten-
kowski amendment, this program will
be cut, assuming they are applied pro-
portionally, by 6.7 percent in this
fiscal year. Talk about balancing the
budget on the backs of farmers!

This is not a remote possibility, this
is what the House has already voted
for in adopting the Rostenkowski
amendment. Either the proponents of
this amendment care more about par-
tisan politics than the American
farmer or they made a mistake.

While explaining this vote to farm-
ers will be tough, it is going to be even
tougher explaining a 6.7 percent
target price cut which is written into
law. That is why we can’t let this get
into law, Compared to a 6.7 percent
cut, the most Gramm-Mack would
reduce deficiency payments is 2 per-
cent. Gramm-Mack treats farmers far
more fairly because the cuts are dis-
tributed across the board and there is
no phony chest beating about taking it
out of the budget in the first year.
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Mr. Speaker, farmers deserve better
than this. Let's adopt Gramm-Mack to
responsibly reduce budget deficits
without treating them as pawns of
partisan politiecs.

0O 1320

THE BEGINNING OF
DEMOCRACY IN GUATEMALA

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, this
weekend I cochaired a delegation of a
handful of Members of the House and
the Senate down to Guatemala as offi-
cial United States observers of their
election Sunday. They had their first
election for a civilian President in
about 35 years.

Accompanying me from the House
were Congressman JoHN McCain of
Arizona and Congressman ATKINS of
Massachusetts.

There are a couple of points I would
like to make quickly for the House’s
benefit.

First, we could not see everything in
Guatemala, but what we saw we liked.
The turnout was heavy, the crowds
were patient and the process seemed
fair. The army was not in evidence. All
of the political parties, and there were
eight of them, expressed in the elec-
tion. Even though six of them turned
out to be losers, they still expressed
confidence.

Now, we did not see everything, but
what we saw we liked.

Second, a single day does not a de-
mocracy make, They have a long way
to go.

And third, I am proud of the fact
that they did so well on a single day.

It is in the best interest of all Ameri-
cans, whether they live in Guatemala
or the United States, that the move to
democracy begun Sunday in Guatema-
la continues.

STREAMLINING FINES AND
COSTS COLLECTED BY U.S.
MAGISTRATES

(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a bill which would
steamline the method by which fines
and costs paid to U.S. magistrates are
disposed of. Under the present system,
Mr. Speaker, the kinds of fines and
costs that can be levied by U.S. magis-
trates in those kinds of cases in which
he is permitted to do so, those fines
and costs are payable now to the U.S.
Attorney’'s Office. Many times it ap-
pears that the U.S. Magistrates Office
and the U.S. Attorney's Office could
be literally miles apart. Sometimes
those fines and costs go unpaid and
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even when they do, they cause a great
deal of inconvenience to everyone con-
cerned, including the defendant who
has to pay those fines and costs.

We ought to revert to the previous
system whereby the fines and costs for
the entire court system be paid into
the clerk of courts. That is what this
bill does. It will cause for the first
time in a long time to have a stream-
lined methodology by which fines and
costs paid at the lower level of Federal
justice, at the U.S. magistrate's level,
be paid directly to a single collector;
namely, the clerk of courts.

PRESIDENT SHOULD RECOGNIZE
AND HELP RESOLVE NATION'S
CRITICAL NEED FOR STRATE-
GIC MINERALS

(Mr. REID asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. REID. Mr. Speaker, recent
events in South Africa have caused us
to focus attention on our Nation's
strategic minerals policy and how we
can reduce our own vulnerability to
foreign supply disruptions.

There's no easy solution to this
problem. We need to develop a long-
term plan and new technologies to
overcome our dependence on vital re-
sources found elsewhere in the world.

Fortunately, we already can increase
our efficient use of metals through re-
cycling and improved manufacturing
processes.

Congress recognizes the need for
new developments, too. That's why we
passed the Critical Materials Act more
than 1 year ago. Now a law, it man-
dates that a special council assess our
critical materials situation and create
a plan for the development of substi-
tute materials.

Unfortunately, the President has
not yet appointed the council. And the
administration has compounded this
delay by calling for a 96-percent reduc-
tion in existing mineral stockpiles.

As the representative of a State that
contributes greatly to the mineral
strength of this Nation, I urge the
President to recognize and help re-
solve this Nation's critical need for
strategic minerals in terms of econom-
ic strength and national security.

CONGRESS SHOULD STAY IN
SESSION ON FRIDAYS AND
FINISH ITS BUSINESS

(Mr. SUNDQUIST asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, I
noticed with interest the hand wring-
ing and the attention that has been
given to why we have to disinvest from
the Social Security Trust Fund and
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the blaming that is going on. I would
say that anybody who uses the Social
Security issue as a political issue is
wrong and unfair to our elderly.

I noticed with interest, Mr. Speaker,
that the senior Senator from Kansas
and the distinguished majority leader
said words to the effect that he under-
stands the problems of the House,
that we have to leave this body at 5:47
on Friday afternoon, and maybe we
are afraid to meet after dark.

I think maybe some criticism is cor-
rect of this body. I think it should be
clear to everyone who observed what
went on Friday, we saw pure polities.
We saw a House bill that was hastily
drafted, sent over to the other body,
and then what happened—we leave
and are unwilling in this body to try to
work with the other body and to come
and bring this to some conclusion.

We are seeing politics at its worst.

So 1 ask, Mr. Speaker, this week in-
stead of leaving at 5:47 when there is
lots of work to do, let us see if we
cannot one time on a bipartisan basis
stay and solve the problem.

THE VITAL CALIFORNIA SANTA
ANA RIVER MAIN STEM

(Mr. BROWN of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, later today the House will
take up H.R. 6, or the substitute for
H.R. 3670, containing authorization
for various rivers and harbor projects
for the Corps of Engineers. One of
those projects, the so-called Santa Ana
River main stem in California, is of
vital importance to my district. Unfor-
tunately, the part that is of vital im-
portance to my district has not yet
been approved by the Corps of Engi-
neers or the administration. I am re-
luctant to vote for or approve the bill
under these circumstances.

I will, therefore, offer an amend-
ment to strike this particular project
so that I may have some voice in de-
termining what the final approved
design of this particular project will
be, because it is of such vital interest
to the constituents in my district.

I will take further time, of course,
during general debate and on amend-
ments to explain the detail of why I
propose to strike the project at this
time, but I take this time merely to
alert my colleagues to take a close look
at this particular project, which is the
only one not yet approved that is con-
tained in this bill.

GO TELL IT ON THE MOUNTAIN,
BRAD REYNOLDS

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker,
the Reagan administration is of two
minds. One part wants to tell the
truth about what it is up to; the other
side doesn't.

But one thing is sure, Reagan's min-
ions must have missed the civil rights
movement the first time around. Oth-
erwise, why the rush to claim them-
selves a second generation of advo-
cates come down from the mountain-
top to make a new revolution, truth or
no truth?

Mr. Reagan'’s foot soldiers are fast at
work. On Monday, the New York
Times revealed the administration’'s
hidden gospel. Vice Chairman of the
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
Morris B. Abram, claimed before the
world the home truth of his agency on
women's and minority rights:

“Comparable worth moves from the
assertion of civil and political equality,
which we all support, to economic and
social equality, which many of us do
not support.”

In today’s Washington Post, Assist-
ant Attorney General Brad Reynolds,
tells us how you can be for civil rights
and against social equality. You just
say you are. First, you claim you are
the legitimate heir to the Reverend
Martin Luther King, Jr.; second, you
proclaim that those who actually
walked with King from Memphis to
Montgomery have lost touch with
what minorities really want; and final-
ly, you wage a campaign of misinfor-
mation and fear.

But I ask you, how can you be for
civil rights if you are against social
rights?

It looks as if Mr, Reynolds has a new
wrap. But the truth is it's warped. We
can still look through it and see it is
the same old sham.

THE WALKER PLEA BARGAIN IS
A DISGRACE

(Mrs. BENTLEY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, last
week, the Justice Department an-
nounced a plea bargain in the Walker
case. For years, two men had commit-
ted treason against this country but
would not feel the full brunt of Ameri-
can law. Instead, these traitors will be
the beneficiaries of a plea bargain.

The reason offered by the Justice
Department for this plea bargain is
that the Walkers will tell us what they
had sold to our enemies. And for this,
they would receive leniency.

This is wrong, and is a perversion of
our legal system.

The Walkers should have been tried,
and should have received the maxi-
mum sentence. They should not have
been allowed to improve their posi-
tions by selling the same information
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twice—this time not for money but for
years in a prison sentence.

The Justice Department should re-
member that other once and future
spies will look at this case and decide
that they too can commit further trea-
son against this country—if they keep
a detailed record of the secrets they
sold.

We should hold the Walkers up as
an example—if you commit treason,
you will pay for it.

The real crime in plea bargaining
with the Walkers would be the possi-
ble erosion of America’s newfound pa-
triotism.

RONALD REAGAN, THE COOKIE
MONSTER

(Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker,
most Americans are familiar with
Sesame Street's famous Cookie Mon-
ster, whose role in life is to search for
cookies, cookies, and more cookies.

Well, we have discovered a new
Cookie Monster, named Ronald
Reagan. Ronald Reagan has found his
way into the Federal Treasury and is
madly gobbling up all the goodies in
sight.

Apparently, near the end of the
summer, President Reagan secretly in-
vaded the Social Security Trust Funds
and gobbled up billions of dollars,
which had been carefully invested to
ensure the solvency of the Social Secu-
rity Program. A second invasion oc-
curred last weekend. Now Social Secu-
rity may not be able to meet its obliga-
tions next month.

Mr. Speaker, since August this
House has voted three separate times
to avert a fiscal crisis and to protect
these Social Security funds from the
administration’s monkey business. In
all three cases, we were met by opposi-
tion from the President, inaction by
the other body, and indifference by
the Republican Party.

Mr. Speaker, the people of this coun-
try should be assured that the Demo-
cratic leadership in this House is de-
termined to force a restoration of
these stolen funds. However, it is re-
grettable that finally the Republican
Cookie Monster was allowed to get his
hands into the Social Security cookie
jar, because, unfortunately, all that is
left are the crumbs.

CONGRATULATIONS TO GUATE-
MALA FOR FREE AND FAIR
ELECTIONS
(Mr. SHUMWAY asked and was

given permission to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Speaker,
today, as we exercise the most pre-
cious right of democracy, the right to
vote in free and open elections, I be-
lieve we should take a moment to rec-
ognize and congratulate Guatemala
for its significant democratic achieve-
ment in completing free and fair elec-
tions on November 3. The Washington
Post reported today that the unoffi-
cial results of the Guatemalan election
show Vinicio Cerezo, the Christian
Democratic candidate, to be the
winner of the Presidential contest.
Most notably, Cerezo, a representative
of the center-left, “hailed the role of
the current military chief of
state * * * and said there was no Army
intervention in yesterday’s balloting.”
This view was echoed by the biparti-
san American delegation, headed by
Senator Lucar, which served as elec-
tion observers.

With this momentous accomplish-
ment of peacefully exchanging mili-
tary for civilian rule, Guatemala joins
the growing group of Central Ameri-
can nations that are successfully es-
tablishing democratic governments.
Together with Costa Rica, Honduras,
Panama, and El Salvador, Guatemala
is working to create a political environ-
ment in which broad and lasting social
and economic reform can take place.
In a region of vital importance to the
security and foreign relations of the
United States, the advancement of
Central American democracy provides
evidence of the positive results of U.S.
encouragement and diplomacy. Only
in Nicaragua does the impetus toward
democratic progress continue to be

forcefully repressed; only when the
Nicaraguan Government makes peace
with its population and with its neigh-
bors will the democratic achievements
of Guatemala and the other nations of
the region be secure.
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WE NEED FAIR TRADE NOW

(Mr. MOLLOHAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, last
week, Mr. John Fry, president of
Wheeling-Pittsburgh Steel Corp., con-
tacted me to express once again his
dismay at this administration’s trade
policy and its abandonment of *“Basic
Industry America.”

Mr. Fry repeated that unfair foreign
steel imports are capturing America's
domestic market at historically high
percentages. I advised Mr. Fry that it
is apparent that the President and his
administration are not committed to
reducing imports, pure and simple.

Last year, the Fair Trade in Steel
Act was moving through the Congress
when President Reagan sidetracked
the effort by promises that he would
negotiate voluntary restraints. He
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promised to limit imports of steel to
18.5 percent of the domestic market;
however, events have given that prom-
ise a hollow ring as steel imports into
this country have averaged 26 percent
during the last 12 months, and
reached 30 percent in the month of
September.

Those cold statistics translate into
thousands of real, live, unemployed
steelworkers.

Mr. Fry, I am afraid the President’s
steel import policy is a good example
of his trade policy generally. It is not
so much a trade policy at all. It is a po-
litical damage control policy. When
criticism runs high, he promises action
that somehow never materializes.

We need fair trade now.

YOUTH EMPLOYMENT OPPORTU-
NITY WAGE ACT OF 1985

(Mr. DORNAN of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of the
Youth Employment  Opportunity
Wage Act of 1985. It was introduced
earlier this year by my good friend
and colleague TRENT LOTT.

Teenage unemployment, especially
among blacks and Hispanics, is a
deadly serious national problem. How-
ever, we can improve the situation by
passing the bill of my colleague, the
gentleman from Mississippi.

Think about it for a moment. Who
bears the burden of the minimum
wage? In economic parlance they are
the marginal workers, or those whom
employers perceive as being less pro-
ductive or more costly to employ than
others. Unfortunately, youths in gen-
eral, and minority youths in particu-
lar, are most heavily represented in
this category.

Thus, the minimum wage has actual-
ly worked against minority employ-
ment. Yet we still hear arguments for
its retention from labor unions. The
unions claim that a youth submini-
mum wage would be exploitation. In
fact, unions are merely trying to elimi-
nate low-wage competition, but what
better way to do it than with a mini-
mum wage that is higher than what
many unskilled workers are worth.

The real problem is not that people
are underpaid, but that they are un-
derskilled. And the only way our
yvouths are going to pick up the skills
that they need to compete in the mar-
ketplace is by getting that all impor-
tant first job in the private sector, and
learning how to set an alarm clock and
go to work.

For many youths that first job is
their best shot at a decent future for
themselves and their families. I would
therefore urge my colleagues to put
aside their well intentioned, but mis-
guided, support for a minimum wage
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for unskilled young workers that only
fosters minority unemployment and
lessens competition. I ask my col-
leagues to support the Lott bill, H.R.
1811. By doing so this Congress will be
taking a strong stand for free enter-
prise and against minority youth un-
employment.

THE REAL TRUST BUSTERS

(Mr. LOTT asked and was given per-
mission to address the House 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I can only
sit still for just so much cross-finger
pointing on Social Security. Last
Friday, the House of Representatives,
as a matter of fact, passed a defective
debt ceiling increase and kicked it over
to the other body and then left town.

When we get down to it, the only
vote that really counted was on
whether or not we would stay around
here Friday to stop disinvestment of
the Social Security Trust Fund. Demo-
crats voted 205 to 28 to adjourn and
leave town before waiting to see if the
Senate would act on this important
issue, and also so that we could learn
that we had made a mistake in the
way we passed that deficit reduction
package.

By your votes ye shall be known as
the real trust busters.

WATER RESOURCES CONSERVA-
TION, DEVELOPMENT, AND IN-
FRASTRUCTURE IMPROVE-
MENT AND REHABILITATION
ACT OF 1985

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 305 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 305

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, de-
clare the House resolved into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
6) to provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources and
the improvement and rehabilitation of the
Nation’s water resources infrastructure. All
points of order against the consideration of
the bill for failure to comply with the provi-
sions of sections 311(a), 401(a), and 402(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
(Public Law 93-344) are hereby waived.
After general debate, which shall be con-
fined to the bill and to the amendment
made in order by this resolution and which
shall continue not to exceed three and one-
half hours, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minori-
ty member of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. In lieu of the committee
amendments now printed in the bill, it shall
be in order to consider an amendment in the
nature of a substitute consisting of the text
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of the bill H.R. 3670 as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment under the five-
minute rule, said substitute shall be consid-
ered for amendment by titles instead of by
sections, and each title shall be considered
as having been read. All points of order
against said substitute for failure to comply
with the provisions of clauses 5(a) and 5(b)
of rule XXI, and clause 7 of rule XVI, are
hereby waived. No amendment to said sub-
stitute shall be in order which changes title
XV. It shall be in order to consider en bloc
the amendments to the substitute printed in
the Congressional Record of November 4,
1985, by, and if offered by, Representative
Howard of New Jersey or his designee, said
amendments shall be in order although
changing portions of the substitute not yet
considered for amendment, and said amend-
ments shall not be subject to a demand for a
division of the question in the House or in
the Committee of the Whole, and all points
of order against said amendments for fail-
ure to comply with the provisions of clause
5(a) of rule XXI are hereby waived. At the
conclusion of the consideration of the bill
for amendment, the committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in
the Committee of the Whole to the bill or
to the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute subject to the preceding sen-
tence. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MoaKLEY] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. LoTT],
and pending that, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 305
is the rule providing for the consider-
ation of the bill H.R. 6, the conserva-
tion and development of water-related
resources as well as improvements and
rehabilitation of the Nation's water re-
sources infrastructure. The bill will be
considered under a modified open rule.

Mr. Speaker, the rule provides 3%
hours of general debate, equally divid-
ed between the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation.
Under an agreement between the com-
mittees, time will be yielded to the
three other committees to which H.R.
6 was sequentially referred.

Mr. Speaker, prior to Rules Commit-
tee consideration, the four committees
responsible for this bill negotiated a
substitute text to be used as the basis
for consideration. Reflecting this
agreement, the committees accepted
an arrangement under which general
debate time is controlled by the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation. I would note that the Rules
Committee acted on the basis that
there was a clear agreement on how
time would be allocated. However, it
was felt that this arrangement would
provide greater flexibility in debate,
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and possibly reduce the total time that
would be needed.

I should stress that there is ample
precedent for committees waiving time
to which they are entitled, based on
having received referral. Rules Com-
mittee action in allotting time does
not affect the Speaker’'s authority in
appointing conferees, nor does it have
any standing as a precedent with re-
spect to future referrals.

Mr. Speaker, the rule provides three
waivers of points of order. However, I
would point out that the rule provides
for an amendment in the nature of a
substitute to be considered as original
text. The rule provides no Budget Act
waivers for the text that the Clerk will
actually read for amendment. Let me
repeat, because it often causes confu-
sion, that the Budget Act violations in
the text are effectively cured by the
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute made in order by the rule.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6 violates section
311(a) of the Budget Act. H.R. 6 con-
tains several sections, subject to that
point of order, creating new entitle-
ment authority, not limited to the
amount provided in appropriation
acts, for a national board on water re-
sources and policy and for certain
project modifications.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute cures this Budget Act viola-
tion, which makes the waiver of sec-
tion 311(a) purely technical.

Section 401(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act prohibits the consider-
ation of any measure which provides
new contract authority unless such au-
thority is limited to amounts provided
in advance in appropriation acts. H.R.
6 authorizes borrowing not subject to
appropriations. Mr. Speaker, section
107 of the bill authorizes borrowing by
the Secretary of the Army to pay
guarantees under the Federal port
navigation project finding fund. This
borrowing authority is not limited to
advance appropriations, and thus the
waiver of 401(a) is necessary.

However, the substitute, which will
be considered as original text, cures
this Budget Act violation. Mr. Speak-
er, this Budget Act waiver is a purely
technical waiver that would allow for
the consideration of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 305
also waives points of order under sec-
tion 402(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act against consideration of
the bill. Because H.R. 6 authorizes
new budget authority for fiscal year
1986, and was not reported by May 15,
1985, the bill is in violation of section
402(a). Mr. Speaker, this bill was re-
ferred to four committees. Because of
the issues involved it was not feasible
that the committees could report a bill
of this size by the May 15 deadline.
The waiver was granted in order to
permit consideration of the bill in the
House.
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Mr. Speaker, as I stated earlier, H.R.
6 was sequentially referred to three
committees. In order to expedite the
process the committees agreed upon
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute to be considered in lieu of indi-
vidual committee amendments to the
bill. The Committee on Rules made in
order an amendment in the nature of
a substitute consisting of the text of
H.R. 3670 as original text for the pur-
poses of amendment. The substitute
will be considered for amendment by
title rather than by section, and each
title will be considered as read.

In order to allow for the consider-
ation of this amendment in the nature
of a substitute, the Committee on
Rules waived clause 5(a) of rule XXI,
which prohibits appropriations in a
legislative bill, this waiver was granted
because several sections of the substi-
tute call for some type of modification
or redirection of prior appropriations.

In addition, House Resolution 305
waives clause 5(b) of rule XXI against
the consideration of the substitute.
Clause 5(b) prohibits the consider-
ation of an amendment carrying a tax
or tariff measure during the consider- -
ation of a bill reported by a committee
having no tax or tariff jurisdiction.
House Resolution 305 also waives
points of order against the substitute
for failure to comply with clause 7 of
House rule XVI, the germaneness rule.

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule,
except that it prohibits any amend-
ment changing title 15 of the substi-
tute, which is the portion of the bill
for which the Committee on Ways and
Means is responsible.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, House Resolu-
tion 305 makes in order the en bloc
consideration of amendments printed
in the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorD of No-
vember 4, 1985, to be offered by Rep-
resentative Howarp of New Jersey or
his designee. The amendments shall
be in order although changing por-
tions of the substitute not yet consid-
ered for amendment. The amendments
shall not be subject to a demand for a
division of the question in the House
or in the Committee of the Whole, and
all points of order against said amend-
ments for failure to comply with the
provisions of clause 5(a), rule XXI, are
waived.

In addition, the rule provides one
motion to recommit with or without
instructions.

Mr. Speaker, this bill represents the
best effort of four congressional com-
mittees; Public Works and Transporta-
tion; Merchant Marine and Fisheries;
Interior and Insular Affairs; and Ways
and Means. These committees devoted
a lot of time and energy in reporting a
fair bill that is long overdue. The last
water resources development bill to be
signed into law was in 1976, the last
construction authorization bill became
law in 1970. As a result, this bill is
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quite complicated due to the need to
address a 15-year backlog of proposed
projects.

Mr. Speaker, there are many critical
issues contained in this bill, and there
are still some areas of controversy.
However, House Resolution 305 allows
for extensive debate and deliberation
as well as the offering of all germane
amendments so that the Members will
have an opportunity to address their
specific needs.

I strongly urge my colleagues to
adopt House Resolution 305 so that we
may proceed to this important legisla-
tion.
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Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 305
is a modified open rule providing for
the consideration of H.R. 6, the Water
Resources Act of 1985. The rule pro-
vides for 3% hours of debate to be di-
vided between the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

Mr. Speaker, there is some contro-
versy over the allocation of time here
since the Committees on Interior,
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and
Ways and Means, all had sequential
referral and reported on this bill. The
Rules Committee, however, decided to
give all the time to the Public Works
Committee with the understanding
that it in turn would allocate 1 hour
each to the Ways and Means and Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries Commit-
tees, and one-half hour to the Com-
mittee on Interior.

Mr. Speaker, the rule further pro-
vides for three Budget Act waivers
against the consideration of H.R. 6.
The first is section 311(a) of the
Budget Act, which prohibits the con-
sideration of any legislation providing
spending increases in excess of the ag-
gregate level for spending in the most
recent budget resolution. Since H.R. 6
as introduced and reported contains
several sections creating new entitle-
ment authority for items including a
National Board on Water Resources
Policy and certain project modifica-
tions, the bill would be subject to a
point of order. However, the Commit-
tee on Public Works has agreed to
offer a floor amendment to cure this
violation, and the Budget Committee
chairman has consequently indicated
he would have no objection to this
waiver.

Second, the rule waives section
402(a) of the Budget Act against con-
sideration of the bill. That provision
prohibits contract or borrowing au-
thority unless provided for in advance
in appropriations acts.

There are some three sections in the
bill as introduced and reported which
contain either new borrowing or con-
tract authority which has not already
been appropriated. Again, the Com-
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mittees on Public Works and Mer-
chant Marine have promised to offer
technical amendments on the floor to
cure these violations, and the Budget
Committee chairman has not objected
to the waiver with that understanding.

Finally, the rule waives section
402(a) of the Budget Act against con-
sideration of the bill. That section pro-
hibits the consideration of any legisla-
tion reported after May 15 preceding
the beginning of the fiscal year in
which it is to take effect. This bill was
reported from Public Works on August
1, and from the other three commit-
tees in September. Obviously, that is
not something that can be cured by an
amendment, but the Budget Commit-
tee has agreed to the waiver, given the
enormity of the task involved and the
negotiations necessary to produce this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, following general
debate, the rule makes in order the
text of the bill H.R. 3670 as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment,
and the following three House rules
are waived against the consideration
of that substitute: rule XXI, clause
5(a), which prohibits appropriations in
a legislative bill; and clause 5(b),
which prohibits revenue provisions in
a bill not reported by the Ways and
Means committee; and clause T of rule
XVI, the germaneness rule.

The substitute made in order by the
rule folds in title 15 as reported by the
Ways and Means Committee, the reve-
nue provisions, and that title is closed
to amendment under the rule. Other-
wise, the substitute will be read for
amendment by title and open to any
and all germane amendments. Howev-
er, the rule first makes in order the en
bloc consideration of amendments
printed in yesterday's RECORD by
Chairman Howarp, waives clause 5(b)
of rule XXI against them, and pro-
vides that they not be subject to a di-
vision of the question.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule pro-
vides for one motion to recommit, with
or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, this is obviously a very
complex rule, mainly because we have
an extremely complex bill involving a
multitude of projects, controversies,
and committees. But the fact that we
finally do have an omnibus water bill
after a legislative drought of some 9
years is a real tribute to all the com-
mittees involved in this effort. And it’s
actually been 15 years since Congress
enacted a truly comprehensive water
bill.

As a result of our inaction, we have a
growing problem of vitally needed new
projects being held up while existing
completed projects deteriorate for lack
of operation and maintenance funds.
As our ranking minority member on
the Public Works Committee put it
before the Rules Committee, “The
Nation now has an infrastructure time
bomb in its hands.”
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Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6 authorizes $18
billion in water projects and programs,
including port facilities, inland water-
ways, flood control structures, hydro-
electric powerplants, fish and wildlife
mitigation programs, municipal water
supply systems, and other water
projects. The bill alters the traditional
project-by-project cost-sharing ar-
rangements by establishing a stand-
ardized cost-sharing formula for con-
struction of ports and flood control
projects.

Mr. Speaker, in order to speed port
development the bill establishes a new,
$1 billion a year revolving port trust
fund to be funded from customs re-
ceipts and a new ad valorem tax on im-
ports and exports.

For port improvement projects, the
bill establishes a formula for local
cost-sharing of 10 percent for ports up
to 20 feet in depth; 25 percent for
those between 20 and 45 feet, and 50
percent for the excess over 45 feet in
depth.

Mr. Speaker, I did question in the
Rules Committee whether the House
was in a position of having this cost-
sharing formula dictated to us by the
other body, and was assured that this
bill does not go as far as what the
other body has proposed. Neverthe-
less, as a Member representing a port
area, I do have concern that these
local cost-sharing provisions could
jeopardize the continued viability of a
lot of ports in this country—ports
which are not only vital to our com-
merce, but our national security as
well. I hope this is something we can
explore further as we debate and
amend this bill.

However, Mr. Speaker, I do support
this rule and urge its adoption so that
we can get on with considering this
historic and long-overdue piece of leg-
islation.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. RoEel], chairman of the
subcommittee.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of House Resolution 305, the rule
on H.R. 6, the Water Resources Con-
servation, Development, and Infra-
structure Improvement and Rehabili-
tation Act. This bill contains project
authorizations, authorizations of
water resources studies, project modi-
fications, and general provisions af-
fecting the overall Water Resources
Program of the Army Corps of Engi-
neers. It also includes a title deauthor-
izing over 300 unconstructed Corps of
Engineers projects or portions of
projects, a title relating to water re-
sources policies for all Federal agen-
cies that establishes a new board on
water resources policy to replace the
currently authorized Water Resources
Council, and a title which establishes a
Federal interest in single-purpose
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water supply projects and establishes
a loan program for the repair, reha-
bilitation, expansion, and improve-
ment of public water supply systems.

The last Water Resources Develop-
ment Act was signed into law in 1976,
and the last true Construction Author-
ization Act was signed into law in 1970.
Consequently, over the past 15 years, a
very large backlog of vitally needed
water resources projects has accumu-
lated. Detailed testimony and informa-
tion was received on all these projects,
and they have all been analyzed very
carefully by our committee.

Our committee has also worked hard
to ensure that this legislation is the
most environmentally sensitive au-
thorization bill we have ever devel-
oped. While the projects recommend-
ed by the corps to the committee were
planned in full compliance with all ex-
isting environmental laws and regula-
tions, the committee, in many in-
stances, has gone beyond the recom-
mendations of the corps to include in
the authorizations for many of those
projects a number of detailed provi-
sions for the additional protection of
environmental values.

We have also addressed the impor-
tant guestion of cost sharing in this
bill, recognizing the need to address
present day fiscal considerations. For
port projects, local interests will be re-
quired to contribute a portion of the
construction costs, ranging from 10
percent to 50 percent, depending on
the depth of the port. A uniform re-
guirement for cost sharing is estab-
lished for flood control projects at a
minimum of 25 percent and a maxi-
mum of 30 percent. Also, one-third of
the costs of the inland waterway
projects will be paid out of the inland
waterways trust fund, which is consti-
tuted from a fuel tax on commercial
users of the inland waterways.

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this rule so that we may proceed
to consideration of the bill.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 305 and rule
XXII1I, the Chair declares the House
in the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 6.

0 1400
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
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(H.R. 6) to provide for the conserva-
tion and development of water and re-
lated resources and the improvement
and rehabilitation of the Nation's
water resources infrastructure, with
Mr. BoucHER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the first reading of the bill is dis-
pensed with.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. Howarp] will be rec-
ognized for 1 hour and 45 minutes and
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
STaNGELAND] will be recognized for 1
hour and 45 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. HOWARD].

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 30 minutes of my time to the
chairman of the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
JoNES] or his designee, and I ask unan-
imous consent that he be allowed to
vield that time as he wishes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 minutes of my time to the
chairman of the Committee on Interi-
or and Insular Affairs, the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. UpaLL] or his desig-
nee, and I ask unanimous consent that
he be allowed to yield that time as he
wishes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 minutes to the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Ros-
TENKOWSKI] or his designee, and I ask
unanimous consent that he be allowed
to yield that time as he wishes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the rank-
ing minority member of the Subcom-
mittee on Water Resources.

Mr. STANGELAND. I thank the
chairman for yielding.

I would, Mr. Chairman, as the gen-
tleman from New Jersey has just done,
yield 30 minutes to the ranking Re-
publican member of the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 15
minutes to the ranking Republican
member of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs; and 30 minutes to
the ranking Republican member of
the Committee on Ways and Means,
and I ask unanimous consent that
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those members be able to yield their
time as they so choose.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no opjection.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 6, the Water
Resources Conservation, Development,
and Infrastructure Improvement and
Rehabilitation Act. This bill contains
project authorizations, authorizations
of water resources studies, project
modifications, and general provisions
affecting the overall Water Resources
Program of the Army Corps of Engi-
neers. This legislation includes several
policy provisions including deauthor-
ization of some 300 unconstructed
Corps of Engineers projects or por-
tions of projects, creation of a new
Board on Water Resources Policy to
review water resources policies for all
Federal agencies and establishment of
a loan program for the repair, reha-
bilitation, expansion, and improve-
ment of public water supply systems.

Mr. Chairman, although this is an
extremely complicated piece of legisla-
tion that has taken over 4 years of in-
tensive work by our committee to de-
velop, our efforts have been made
much easier by the bipartisan nature
of the problems addressed in the bill
and by the strong support of all mem-
bers of our committee on both sides of
the aisle. In this regard, I would espe-
cially like to commend the efforts of
our ranking minority member, the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
SnyDpErR]—as well as the work of the
ranking minority member of our
Water Resources Subcommittee, the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Stanceranpl. Without their support
and cooperation we could never have
formulated a bill as comprehensive as
this one is. And, of course, the greatest
credit of all must go to the chairman
of our Water Resources Subcommit-
tee, the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. RoEg] for his tireless work in ini-
tially developing the legislation and in
subsequently working out the compro-
mises which have enabled it to enjoy
such wide bipartisan support.

The last Water Resources Develop-
ment Act was signed into law in 19786,
and the last true Construction Author-
ization Act was signed into law in 1970.
Consequently, over the past 15 years, a
very large backlog of vitally needed
water resources projects has accumu-
lated. Detailed testimony and informa-
tion was received on all these projects,
and they have all been analyzed very
carefully by our committee. As a
result, this bill contains numerous au-
thorizations for all types of water re-
sources projects, including navigation
projects, flood control projects, shore
protection projects, fish and wildlife
habitat mitigation projects, and other
projects for the conservation and de-
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velopment of our Nation's water re-
sources. While the total number of
projects appears large, it must be re-
membered that they represent well
over a decade of detailed planning and
study of water resources problems
throughout the Nation, and will form
the basis of the Nation's Water Re-
sources Program for the rest of the
century.

Our committee has also worked hard
to ensure that this legislation is the
most environmentally sensitive au-
thorization bill we have ever devel-
oped. While the projects recommend-
ed by the Corps of Engineers to the
committee were planned in full com-
pliance with all existing environmen-
tal laws and regulations, the commit-
tee, in many instances, has included in
the authorizations for those projects a
number of detailed provisions for the
additional protection of environmental
values where concerns had been ex-
pressed.

H.R. 6 is based on H.R. 3678 of the -

last Congress, which was passed twice
by the House by overwhelming votes—
individually and as an amendment to
the continuing resolution. Final agree-
ment on that legislation, however, was
not reached. While the two bills are
similar, significant changes have been
made in the area of cost sharing.
Under the provisions of H.R. 6, non-
Federal cost sharing is required for
ports. The local share would be 10 per-
cent for port depths of 14 to 20 feet,
25 percent for the increment of depth
from 21 to 45 feet, and 50 percent for
the increment of depth from 21 to 45
feet, and 50 percent for the increment

deeper than 45 feet. In addition, local
interests must pay the costs of any

necessary lands, easements, and
rights-of-way, including spoil disposal
areas, but these costs are capped at 5
percent of the cost of the project. In
addition, a tax of 0.04 percent is im-
posed on the value of the cargo loaded
on or unloaded from a vessel.

The provisions in last year's bill es-
tablishing a local share of a minimum
of 25 percent and a maximum of 30
percent for flood control projects is re-
tained. However, an additional require-
ment that local interests pay 5 percent
of the project cost during construction
is added.

There are many desperately needed
projects that have been denied fund-
ing for several years because there has
been no authorization bill. During this
time there have been attempts to fund
some projects on an individual basis
without regard to the authorization
process. This bill will establish uni-
form Federal policy for a broad array
of water resources projects. By setting
policy with this type of legislation, we
will allow funding to be based on the
need for a project rather than creating
a bidding war among local govern-
ments to determine which wealthy
area can pay the highest local share.
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This is the legislation that will main-
tain the direction over Federal water
policy in the Congress, where it be-
longs, rather than allowing the execu-
tive branch to make those decisions.

Mr. Chairman, we hear far too much
about the supposedly undesirable ef-
fects of water resources development
and far too little about the enormous
economic and environmental benefits
that are associated with such develop-
ment. The fact is that a careful read-
ing of this bill and of our committee’s
report—and a careful examination of
the history of our Nation's Water Re-
source Program—easily demonstrates
the enormously beneficial role that
this program has played and will con-
tinue to play in our Nation’s develop-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as he may consume
to the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
Snyper] the ranking Republican
member of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 6, the Water
Resources Conservation, Development,
and Infrastructure Improvement and
Rehabilitation Act of 1985.

H.R. 6 is a tribute to the full com-
mittee chairman, Jim Howarp, the
subcommittee chairman, Bog RoE, and
the subcommittee ranking minority
member, ARLAN STANGELAND. These
men, and many others, have spent
days and nights over the course of 3
years on this comprehensive, crucial
legislation. Their indepth analysis
argues for the strong support I am
confident H.R. 6 will receive.

The bill before us today is truly a
landmark bill. For example, it takes a
major step in forming a nationally co-
ordinated water use policy. It also in-
tegrates, for the first time, the author-
ization and deauthorization of all
types of water resource projects with
the establishment of an equitable new
Federal/non-Federal partnership—in-
cluding cost-sharing requirements
where appropriate. HR. 6 embodies
the belief that Congress can indeed de-
velop a nationally coordinated policy
that will ensure maximum benefits
from one of our most vital national
assets—our water resources.

It has been far too long since we
have enacted a comprehensive water
resources bill. The last omnibus bill
became law in 1976, and the last major
water resources construction authori-
zation law dates back to 1970—15 years
ago. During this period, our water re-
sources infrastructure has deteriorat-
ed to the point where it is now in eriti-
cal need of repair, rehabilitation and
improvement. In addition, because no
new projects have been authorized, a
large backlog of proposed water re-
source initiatives has accumulated.
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Qur bill is a bold and innovative at-
tempt to address these increasing con-
cerns. The size and scope of H.R. 6
represents over a decade of detailed
planning and study of national water
resource problems. The bill makes nu-
merous changes in the current water
resources program to respond to new
priorities and the needs of this diverse
Nation. At the same time, it balances
the need for new policies, including in-
creased non-Federal cost-sharing, with
sensitivity for existing economic condi-
tions and important environmental
values.

H.R. 6 provides a framework for
strengthening our water resources in-
frastructure. It authorizes studies for
potential water resources projects,
modification of authorized projects,
and construction of new projects for
the Army Corps of Engineers. Projects
authorized in the bill will strengthen
local, regional, and national economies
and encourage increased trade, which
can improve our balance of payments.
The bill contains programs for assist-
ance to communities for the construc-
tion, repair, and rehabilitation of
water supply systems and for protec-
tion from flooding and erosion. H.R. 6
also establishes a National Board on
Water Policy to provide a nationwide
source of professional expertise and
cooperation between Federal, State
and local entities.

In addition, the bill deauthorizes
many older water resources develop-
ment projects which have not been
constructed and which are no longer
necessary.

At the same time, this is a strong en-
vironmental bill. It creates a $35 mil-
lion Environmental Protection Mitiga-
tion FPund and an Office of Environ-
mental Policy within the Corps of En-
gineers to formulate and carry out
corps’ policy on environmental guality.

Mr. Chairman, allow me to highlight
some of the main features of H.R. 6.
Title I deals with port development. In
addition to authorizing numerous port
projects throughout the country, this
title establishes a $1 billion a year
fund to help finance construction, op-
eration and maintenance of port and
harbor improvement projects. The
fund would be financed, in part, from
a 0.04 percent ad valorem tax to be
levied on imports and exports which is
expected to generate between $150
million and $200 million per year in
new revenues.

The cost-sharing provisions in title I,
so crucial to the continued vitality of
our Nation's harbors, largely reflect
the recent compromise reached be-
tween Senate leaders and the adminis-
tration. The non-Federal share of con-
struction costs for port improvement
projects with depths of 14 to 20 feet
would be 10 percent in cash during
construction, 25 percent for projects
with depths between 20 and 45 feet,
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and 50 percent for those with depths
greater than 45 feet.

In addition to providing the up-front
cash, the non-Federal share would in-
clude lands, easements, rights-of-way,
relocations and spoil disposal areas up
to a maximum of 5 percent of the
total project costs.

Title IT of the bill authorizes the use
of revenues from the Inland Water-
ways trust fund to finance several
locks and dams. Financing for the
projects, which are to be built over a 7-
year period, would come one-third
from the trust fund and two-thirds
from general appropriations.

Title III authorizes critically needed
flood control projects and increases
non-Federal cost-sharing for those
projects authorized. Traditionally,
local sponsors have been required to
provide real estate interests and relo-
cations necessary in connection with
local flood protection. These costs
have varied from project to project,
averaging between 15 and 20 percent.
Under our bill, the local interests
would be required to provide needed
real estate, but would have to provide
at least 25 percent, though no more
than 30 percent of total project costs.
If the value of real estate interests
needed for the project is less than 25
percent, the local share will be raised
to 25 percent, but local project spon-
sors will be able to repay the differ-
ence over a 15-year period. In any
event, the non-Federal interest must
pay 5 percent of the costs during the
construction period.

Title IV authorizes a variety of
shore protection projects, and title V
authorizes various mitigation projects.
To ensure that any disruption caused
by a Corps of Engineers’ water re-
sources project is minimized, the bill
provides for the development and im-
plementation of mitigation plans con-
sisting of construction requirements,
purchase of lands or easements for
fish and wildlife purposes, and the de-
velopment of habitat at projects.

Title VI provides authority for a va-
riety of water resources studies, in-
cluding a review of the Nation's flood
problems and water supply needs.

Title VII modifies many existing
corps’ projects to reflect new condi-
tions and needs. Like so many other
provisions in our bill, this title ad-
dresses changed circumstances by au-
thorizing the corps to make modifica-
tions to projects where our committee
has determined that modifications are
necessary.

Title VIII provides for Federal as-
sistance, in the form of loans to local
interests, for the expansion, rehabili-
tation, and improvement of water
supply facilities. In a major new initia-
tive to halt deterioration of water
supply systems, the bill creates an
$800 million per year water supply
loan program, making 50-year loans
available for the repair of single and
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multipurpose systems. Only applicants
who agree to implement suitable water
conservation programs would be eligi-
ble for the loans.

Title IX provides the necessary au-
thorization to change the names of
numerous water resources projects or
project features.

Title X is one of the many examples
of fiscal responsibility throughout our
bill. This title deauthorizes over 300
projects, having a total estimated sav-
ings of approximately $18 billion.

Title XI contains general provisions
relating to policies and programs of
the Corps of Engineers. It authorizes
new actions, increases or changes au-
thorities, and in general provides di-
rection for the corps' activities. It
strengthens the role of the corps, in-
cluding granting authorization for the
corps to continue a program for the in-
spection of dams and to undertake a
new national program for the repair
and restoration of any publicly owned
unsafe dams. For repairs to be under-
taken at non-Federal dams, the owner
of an unsafe dam would have to pro-
vide 20 percent of the repair costs
during construction. Moreover, the
State or other public agency must
then agree to maintain the repaired
dam in a safe condition.

Title XII establishes a new National
Board on Water Policy to coordinate
the broad range of water project ac-
tivities of the Federal agencies. The
Board would develop principles and
standards for planning Federal water
projects. The title also authorizes a re-
gional/State advisory committee with
membership from major water re-
source regions and funding to States
for water resources management pro-
grams.

Title XIII provides authority to
modify certain bridges over navigable
waters that require changes. Title XIV
provides for referral of certain mitiga-
tion reports to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

Finally, title XV incorporates all of
the bill's tax-related provisions, includ-
ing those related to the collection and
administration of special taxes to be
paid by the beneficiaries of port and
harbor improvement projects and
inland waterway projects. This in-
cludes establishing a Port Trust Fund
from which projects in title I will be
funded. Other amounts collected will
be retained to help fund navigation
improvements along our inland water-
ways.

The version of H.R. 6 that is being
considered is a compromise. It has
been agreed to by the Committees on
Public Works and Transportation,
Ways and Means, Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, and Interior and Insular
Affairs. The vast majority of the bill's
provisions are identical to the bill re-
ported by the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation. The few
modifications we made were based on
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agreements with other committees
after those committees reviewed and
acted on referred portions of the bill.
The final package is a sound piece of
legislation representing years of work
and reasonable compromise.

Mr. Chairman, I know that the ad-
ministration does not support the
present bill 100 percent. We have
agreed, however, to work toward ad-
dressing their concerns in conference.
None of these matters, however,
should impede our continued progress.
I fully hope and expect to see H.R. 6
become law very soon.

Since August 1, when H.R. 6 was re-
ported out of the Public Works Com-
mittee, many Members have brought
additional matters to the attention of
the committee. These include changes
to items already in the bill, new
projects or policies, clarifications, and
updates of costs and reports. We have
given thorough review to these sugges-
tions and will include many of them in
our package of committee amend-
ments.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6 is an enor-
mously important piece of legislation.
The bill provides the basis on which to
chart a strong, steady course for the
Nation’s water resource needs. H.R. 6
offers a comprehensive approach that
takes into account critical economic,
governmental, and environmental con-
cerns.

The bill is very similar to H.R. 3678
which passed the House with only 33
dissenting votes in June of last year
and was passed again as an amend-
ment to last year’s continuing resolu-
tion with overwhelming support. H.R.
6 builds upon H.R. 3678's solid frame-
work, but makes various refinements
and revisions to reflect an extra year
of events and committee analyses.
H.R. 6 is a bill we can all support. I
urge the Members to give this legisla-
tion the strongest possible vote so that
we can finally enact in 1985 what
should have been enacted years ago.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr, SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I want to compliment both gentlemen
from New Jersey, who worked so tena-
ciously on this, and the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. STANGELAND], but
also the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. Snyper]. As I understand it, you
are leaving the Congress, and you
have worked for a good many years on
this legislation, and I think it is time
that some of us say that we appreciate
what you have been doing.

We hear a lot about the deficit now-
adays; they are always talking about
dollars. They do not want to talk
about the deficit in terms of the infra-
struecture in this country, but we are
borrowing from our children if we do
not replace the infrastructure in this
country, just as much as if we borrow
dollars that they have to pay off.
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Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his kind re-
marks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. Jones] is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume,

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 6 and am pleased that the work
of the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries which has been
ongoing since the 97th Congress is in-
corporated in title I of this important
measure,

The concern of the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries ex-
pressed in this bill is that our mer-
chant fleet already disadvantaged by
restrictive activity around the world
has been hampered by inadequate port
facilities in the United States. The
thrust of our action, as incorporated in
title I, is to allow vitally needed port
construction projects to proceed with-
out undue delay while at the same
time preserving the sometime fragile
ecology that exists at the margin of
land and water. I am pleased that all
committees who have considered the
port development legislation have ac-
cepted the approach we pioneered and
have consistently advanced.

In reporting our bill, as part IV of
Report 99-251, we were under great
time pressures and, as occurs too fre-
quently, some errors crept into our
written report. While most are of a
clerical nature and are obvious to the
reader, there is one I would like to
take this opportunity to correct on the
record. In its discussion of the cost-
sharing formula for port improvement
projects, as contained in section 105,
the report continued, in its section-by-
section analysis, an explanation which
would have been appropriate prior to
an amendment which was adopted by
the committee and which is included
in the substitute before this body.

The legislative history on cost-shar-
ing and mitigation measures connected
with new port construction should in-
corporate the following:

The committee also adopted a new para-
graph (8) to subsection 105(b). This amend-
ment guarantees that the non-Federal share
of port navigation projects authorized prior
to 1985 shall be fully credited for the acqui-
sition, construction and operation of lands,
easements, rights-of-ways and dredge spoil
disposal sites that were constructed to
comply with the terms of the original au-
thorization and related purposes.

This amendment guarantees that the
State of Maryland will receive a $53 million
credit toward its initial share of the Balti-
more Harbor and channels 50-foot project.
The $53 million credit total is the amount it
cost the State to acquire lands, easements,
and rights-of-ways and to construct the
Hart-Miller Island dredge disposal site.

I appreciate the support of all Mem-
bers for this bill and particularly for
title I which has far-ranging effects on
the trade of the United States.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. Jones] has
consumed 4 minutes.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Davis] is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Laco-
MARSINO].

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 6, the
Water Resources Act of 1985, and to
commend the chairmen of the commit-
tee and the subcommittee, the two
gentlemen from New Jersey; along
with the ranking members, the gentle-
men from Kentucky and Minnesota;
my good friend and colleague from
California, Mr. ANDERsSON; and all
those members and their staffs from
the four committees which put togeth-
er this bill.

It is a compromise, and I think a
good one. As was pointed out in the
report, it has been 15 years since a
comparable omnibus bill has been en-
acted, and almost 10 years since a new
project authorization bill. Develop-
ment in our Nation, meanwhile, has
grown apace, and there is an urgent
need to put into place the infrastruc-
ture to support that development.
Water development, shoreline protec-
tion, flood protection and navigation
projects and maintenence, are vital to
the commerce of our Nation and the
protection of lives and property. They
are the life blood and life support sys-
tems, if you will, of America, especially
in an age when we depend so much on
our exports of agricultural and manu-
factured goods to redress our balance
of trade.

The investments proposed in this au-
thorization, shared by Federal, State,
and local agencies, are investments in
our future. They will create jobs, pro-
tect lives, and enhance commerce as
well as providing environmental miti-
gation and recreation. I think the cost-
sharing provisions are fair, calling for
a commitment by the direct benefici-
aries as well as the Nation generally.

Mr. Chairman, I specifically and
strongly support the provisions in the
bill that allow for private, non-Federal
firms to plan, design, and construct
authorized port projects and to be re-
imbursed later for those costs, which
ordinarily would be a Federal responsi-
bility. If a private firm begins work on
a port project that subsequently is au-
thorized, the non-Federal work would
be reimbursable.

There are parts of the bill I do not
agree with, but I recognize that, in any
bill of this nature, compromise should
be sought, and the rule allows the full
body to work its will.

I urge support for the bill—we need
to get on with the work of the Nation.
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Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation has
been a long time in the making—the
last major water resources bill was en-
acted about 15 years ago.

H.R. 6 represents the best efforts of
four congressional committees—Public
Works and Transportation, Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, Interior and In-
sular Affairs, and Ways and Means.
These committees devoted a lot of
time and effort to this bill, each con-
centrating on issues within its area of
concern.

There are many critical issues con-
tained in the bill. We have heard from
our colleagues on the Public Works
Committee the explanation of those
provisions that authorize the numer-
ous water projects throughout the
country. I want to focus just on the
port development provisions of title I.

The sections of title I represent a bi-
partisan effort of two committees—
Public Works and Merchant Marine.
They authorize 6 deep-draft port
projects and 29 general cargo port
projects in sections 101 and 102. Provi-
sion is made in section 104 for non-
Federal interests to work with the
Federal agencies involved to plan and
construct projects. The process of get-
ting the various Federal and non-Fed-
eral permits approved would be estab-
lished on a fast track to expedite the
process. Federal laws and regulations
have been significant contributory fac-
tors to the complex and lengthy
permit granting process. This bill will
resolve some of the delays without sae-
rificing environmental gquality by al-
lowing some aspects of the process to
proceed concurrently with others.

A new cost-sharing mechanism is set
up in section 105 between the Federal
and non-Federal interests. Local au-
thorities will be required for the first
time to contribute a share of the costs
of construction of port projects. The
amount of the contribution will be
based, in part, on the depth of the
channel to be dredged.

In order to help a non-Federal inter-
est raise some of the money needed for
its share of port development projects,
section 109 of the bill grants authority
to ports to levy port or harbor dues,
including tonnage duties or other
cargo-based assessments. This author-
ity is limited somewhat by the fact
that local ports will not be able to
charge a vessel port or harbor dues if
the vessel does not need a channel
deepened. For example, a vessel with a
16-foot draft could not be assessed a
fee to pay for a port to dredge its 18-
foot channel down to 20 feet.

The key element of the port devel-
opment provisions of H.R. 6 is the new
Federal charge to help offset some of
the Federal costs for operations and
maintenance expenses. The Publie
Works, Merchant Marine, and Ways
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and Means Committees all addressed
this issue in different ways but with
the same substantive result—a new
Federal charge of 0.04 percent of the
value of the cargo shipped through
U.S. ports will be assessed and paid by
the cargo shippers to the Federal Gov-
ernment.

The text of the new bill (H.R. 3670)
that we will consider today as an
amendment to H.R. 6 has been worked
out by the four committees involved.
It reflects compromises reached by the
committees on those provisions that
were reported with different lan-
guage—except for the new Federal
O&M charge in title XV. That provi-
sion is the language reported by the
Ways and Means Committee.

In order to provide for a thorough
debate, the Rules Committee granted
a modified open rule on H.R. 6 that
will allow for consideration of this leg-
islation and some important amend-
ments.

It is absolutely imperative that we
enact this bill this year. The national
needs for the development of our
ports and other water resource
projects have reached the critical
stage.

Not a single navigation improvement
has been initiated in the last 10 years.
The U.S. port system clearly lags
behind all of the other major mari-
time nations of the world. This prob-
lem was highlighted by the coal
export crisis in 1981 when we had the
chance to send large gquantities of U.S.
coal overseas but our ports were not
able to handle the fully loaded coal
carriers. As a result, this country lost
some opportunities to sell our coal. In
addition the new, large containerships
are having difficulty getting in and
out of some of our ports. We cannot
allow this situation to go on any
longer.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting H.R. 6 in order to move
this legislation along toward enact-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
express my appreciation to the com-
mittee leadership for its assistance on
a matter that was of extreme impor-
tance in my congressional district. The
committee has resolved that with an
amendment that has been included in
this bill. And I would like to address
that at this point.

Mr. Chairman, I also would like to ex-
press my appreciation to the Committee
leadership for its assistance on a matter of
extreme importance in my congressional
district. Since January 1973, the Interna-
tional Joint Commission [IJC], a body
formed by treaty between the United States
and Canada that studies and develops
policy on issues of concern to both coun-
tries, has been regulating the water levels
of Lakes Superior, Michigan, and Huron in
an effort to keep the levels of the three
lakes as balanced as possible, without ad-
versely affecting the level of Lake Superior.
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Because Lake Superior, as the upper lake,
flows into the other two, regulation is ac-
complished by either holding back Lake
Superior water, or allowing increased flow
of Lake Superior water into the lower
lakes through 16 compensating gates on the
St. Mary’s River at Sault Ste. Marie, MI.
The action of the LJC in 1973 was the initi-
ation of water regulation specifically at-
tempting to affect the levels of the lower
lakes. The action was prompted by record
high lake levels on the lower lakes due to
rainfall and spring runoff. Prior to 1973,
the compensating gates were used only to
maintain a certain level in Lake Superior
and the St. Mary’s River for navigational
purposes.

The Emergency Plan of Action, as the
1973 action was called, was formalized as
plan 1977, which went into effect in Octo-
ber 1979. Plan 1977 regulates the level of
Lake Superior by requiring continuous ad-
justment of water levels between Lakes Su-
perior, Michigan, and Huron through
monthly forecasts. The plan sets 602 feet as
the maximum allowable level of Lake Su-
perior, and 598.4 feet as the mirimum al-
lowable level, Since the Emergency Plan of
Action was initiated and followed by plan
1977, shoreline property owners along Lake
Superior have awaited a response to their
pleas for a study of the shoreline damage
caused by the artificially high water levels
of Lake Superior due to the 1JC regulation.
Such a study would be authorized by this
legislation.

In 1985 we have seen history repeat itself.
Record highwater levels in Lakes Michigan
and Huron, causing millions of dollars of
flood damage, led the LJC to close the com-
pensating gates at the St. Mary's River in
an attmept to lower the levels of the lower
lakes. This regulation has caused Lake Su-
perior's level to reach, and in fact exceed,
the 602-foot limit set by the 1JC for Lake
Superior consequently causing additional
shoreline damage along the upper lake.

One of the primary goals and justifica-
tions for plan 1977 was to, in the IFC's own
words, “preclude any increased risk of ex-
ceeding the existing 602 maximum level,”
of Lake Superior. Since the 1JC began its
program of balancing the water levels be-
tween Lake Superior and the lower lakes,
no action has been intitiated to find out
how much shoreline property damage is
being caused. It is of utmost importance, in
view of this year's repeat of record high
lake levels, that we find the answer to this
question.

Certainly I will not argue that the intent
of balancing the interest of the three lakes
is unfounded. Nor do the interests of prop-
erty owners along the Michigan and Huron
Lakes diminish before that of property
owners along Lake Superior. It was in that
interest that this regulation amongst the
lakes was first considered. However, the
level of Lake Superior is the only one that
is kept high by artificial means and, as was
the case this year, allowed to exceed the
limits set by the LJC itself. For these rea-
sons 1 am encouraged by the inclusion in
this legislation of my language authorizing
the study of this regulation and its effect
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on shoreline property, and I urge its adop-
tion,

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time on our side.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. ANDERSON].

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 3670, to provide for the
conservation and development of
water and related resources and the
improvement and rehabilitation of the
Nation’s water resources infrastruc-
ture.

At the outset, I commend our col-
leagues, Chairman Howarp, Congress-
man SNYDER, Chairman Rog, and Con-
gressman STANGELAND on crafting a
fine bill.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the
Congress has not adopted a compara-
ble water development bill since 1970.
And no new Army Corps of Engineers
project authorizations have been ap-
proved by the Congress since 1976.
And, as you will recall, this past year,
the House, on two separate occasions,
overwhelmingly approved an omnibus
water development bill only to see it
die in the other body.

Of particular interest to me are
those sections of the bill dealing with
needed projects in southern Califor-
nia. I would like to take just a moment
to highlight a few of these that are in
and near my district.

It has been estimated that the mari-
time industry in my State is directly
responsible for 138,000 jobs and, as our
trade expands with the nations of the
Pacific Rim, this figure will undoubt-
edly increase. I am proud to say that
the San Pedro Bay Ports of Los Ange-
les and Long Beach comprise the larg-
est port complex on the entire west
coast. The two ports together annually
move approximately 90 million tons of
cargo and generate roughly $2 billion
in customs revenue, or 17 percent of
the total collections made by the U.S.
Customs Service nationwide.

Should the ports continue to experi-
ence their traditional annual cargo
growth of between 5 and 6 percent,
they will, by the year 2020, triple the
present volume of trade. This, in turn,
will triple customs collections up to an
estimated $6.2 billion annually. Thus,
by using simple mathematics, it is easy
to see that these two ports are big
money winners for the U.S. Treasury
and help create a stronger economy.

Among other things, section 101 of
this measure applies to the future de-
velopment of the Los Angeles and
Long Beach Harbors. Specifically, $310
million is earmarked to provide for the
deepening of the main channel of the
Port of Los Angeles to a depth of 70
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feet and the deepening of the main
channel of the Port of Long Beach to
a depth of 76 feet. Further, 800 acres
of land will be created with the
dredged material from the project.

This additional 800 acres of land is
particularly important to me because
it will permit the reiocation of the
loading and unloading facilties for
handling toxic and hazardous materi-
als as well as the storage tanks used
for these dangerous substances, away
from inner harbor, high-density resi-
dential areas where they are today.
The need to make this relocation has
been a longtime concern of mine.

I would now like to turn my atten-
tion to section 617 of the bill relating
to the Rancho Palos Verdes shoreline
erosion study. The Army Corps of En-
gineers is authorized to conduct a
study, which shall be completed not
later than 2 years after the date of en-
actment of this act, on the feasibility
of constructing shoreline erosion miti-
gation measures along the Rancho
Palos Verdes coastline for the purpose
of providing additional stabilization
for the Portuguese Bend landslide
area.

Over the past 25 years, portions of
the hillside at Portuguese Bend have
moved oceanward in excess of 500 feet.
During the 1982-83 winter storms,
alone, over 30 feet of coastline has dis-
appeared at Portuguese Bend and
there are now two additional slides,
Abalone Cove and Klondike Canyon,
which have become active in recent
years,

Another important feature of H.R.
3670 pertains to the improvement of
the breakwater at King Harbor in Re-
dondo Beach. Specifically, section 710
of the bill will: First, provide that all
future costs of the dredging and main-
tenance of the general navigation fea-
tures at the harbor shall be borne by
the United States; second, all break-
waters at the harbor shall be restored
to a height of 22 feet and maintained
at such height; and third, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers is authorized
to conduct a study, which shall be
completed not later than 2 years after
the date of enactment of this act, to
explore the feasibility of raising the
breakwater at the harbor to a height
greater than 22 feet.

In recent years, high waves, high
waves from winter ocean storms at
King Harbor have caused considerable
damage and have repeatedly demon-
strated the need to improve the break-
water. In 1980 and 1983, storm dam-
ages totaled $4 million and $2.7 mil-
lion, respectively. It is imperative that
we move quickly in addressing this se-
rious and costly problem.

Last, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
address that section of the bill per-
taining to the navigation project at
Upper Newport Bay. Section 754 au-
thorizes the Army Corps of Engineers
to dredge and maintain a 250-foot wide
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channel in the Upper Newport Bay to
the boundary of the Upper Newport
Bay State Ecological Preserve to a
depth of 15 feet, and to deepen the
channel in the existing project below
the Pacific Coast Highway Bridge to
15 feet. The estimated cost of this
project is $2.5 million.

Upon completion of this project,
roughly 2 million cubic yards of sedi-
ment will have been removed from the
bay. It will have been restored to the
condition existing prior to 1930 when
significant tidal changes began to
occur. Removal of this sediment is es-
sential to improve tidal flushing
action, prevent the sediments from
being washed into the Lower Newport
Bay, and to improve both commercial
and recreational boating access.

In conclusion, I want to again ex-
press my complete support for this sig-
nificant legislation. It deserves the
support of all Members. I might add
that in addition to authorizing a
number of new projects, H.R. 3670
deauthorizes over 300 corps projects or
portions of projects with a total esti-
mated costs of $11.1 billion. Again, I
hope all my colleagues will vote “aye”
on final passage of this measure.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. WEAVER].

Mr. WEAVER. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee
on Public Works for the time, and I
want to commend the chairman of the
committee and the chairman of the
subcommittee as well as the ranking
members and the full committee for
all the great, and diligent, and hard
work they have done on this bill.

Your committee has been of greatest
and utmost importance to the North-
west. Water projects that have helped
build our economy have been author-
ized by this committee over the dec-
ades. I want to say that the dams in
the Columbia, the jetties, and port
dredgings have been essential to the
livelihood of thousands of Oregonians.

I know that the projects in this new
bill have been carefully evaluated, but
there is one project that lies mainly in
my district and it is not in this bill.
That is the Elk Creek Dam that was
authorized in 1962, 23 years ago. It
was part of a three-dam project. Two
of the dams, Lost Creek and Applegate
Dams, have been built. But now the
Corps of Engineers says that the third
dam, the Elk Creek Dam, is no longer
essential to enhance the values of the
other two dams, and the Corps of En-
gineers does not support the construec-
tion of Elk Creek Dam. The Corps of
Engineers says Elk Creek Dam is a
waste of money.

So to save, and if we are serious
about cutting the deficit, to save $32
million that has actually been appro-
priated but not spent because this dam
has not been started, we can vote to-
morrow to deauthorize the Elk Creek
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Dam. I remind the House that EIlk
Creek Dam is not in this bill. I do not
strike anything from this bill. I add a
deauthorization to the 300 deauthori-
zations already in the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I compliment the
committee for their good housekeep-
ing work. I want to conclude by saying
the Elk Creek Dam was 40 years in my
congressional district. After reappor-
tionment, the dam is on the boundary
of the district, and it in effect lies in
both districts but its effects, the
Rogue River for almost 200 miles, lies
entirely in my district; its irrigation
and flood control, what there is left of
it, are almost entirely in my district.

0O 1425

So the Elk Creek Dam is, in effect, a
project in my district. It affects my
district. The Corps of Engineers does
not support its construction, calls it a
waste of money. I will offer an amend-
ment to deauthorize it.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WEAVER. I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Alaska.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman referred to the
dam being partially in his district.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. WEAVER]
has expired.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. WEAVER].

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, could the
gentleman identify what other Mem-
ber’s district it affects?

Mr. WEAVER. Sure. We have a map
right here. As I said, for 40 years, the
dam was entirely in my district. Then
they took part of two southern coun-
ties out. Now, here is the district
boundary. And the dam sits right here
on the boundary.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Whose dis-
trict is that?

Mr. WEAVER. That is the Second
Congressional District of Oregon.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. And who
represents the district?

Mr. WEAVER. Bos SMITH.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. And he is
from Oregon?

Mr. WEAVER. He is from Oregon.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. And he does
represent that district. Does he sup-
port the gentleman’s amendment, or
does he oppose the amendment?

Mr. WEAVER. I know of no one else
in the House who supports the dam,
but it is my understanding that he
does.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. But he does
support the dam, does he not?

Mr. WEAVER. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I thank the
gentleman for answering my question.
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Mr. WEAVER. The Rogue River
that is affected by the dam, the dam
sits on the border of our districts, the
Rogue River, 200 miles, runs through-
out my district. The irrigation project
is entirely in my district. And the
flood control is entirely in my district.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as she
may consume to the gentlewoman
from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI].

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman,
today is a great day for the port of
Baltimore, the State of Maryland, and
for every other region of the country
that depends upon waterborne com-
merce and navigation for economic
growth and vitality.

It is a great day for this Nation be-
cause this House will pass port devel-
opment legislation contained in H.R. 6
that sets the framework to help Amer-
ica’s ports meet the demands of inter-
national trade and commerce in the
1990’s and to move into the 21st centu-
ry.

No port in this Nation has waited
longer for water resources cost-sharing
legislation to be passed than the port
of Baltimore.

We were authorized to dredge our
channel to 50 feet in 1970. After meet-
ing very stringent standards resulting
from the first application of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act to
port development, Baltimore has been
held hostage for 15 years to the battle
over cost-sharing of new port develop-
ment.

When Baltimore's 50-foot project
was first authorized, the State of

Maryland fulfilled the requirements

imposed upon it by the Federal Gov-
ernment. In return, the Federal Gov-
ernment promised to pay 100 percent
of the cost of deepening port channels
to 50 feet.

Times have changed. And we all rec-
ognize that the Federal Government
no longer has the financial resources
to pay for every cost associated with
vital navigation projects.

The cost-sharing framework set
forth in H.R. 6, however, still main-
tains a strong and clear Federal stew-
ardship over navigation and port de-
velopment, while reducing the Federal
financial burden. It is a formula that

strengthens the partnership between -

the Federal Government, the private
sector and local government in main-
taining our Nation's waterways.

H.R. 6 contains a section that I of-
fered, and which was adopted by the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee, recognizing the uniqueness of
the Baltimore project. The change in
cost-sharing from Baltimore’s original
authorization means that the State of
Maryland will have to bear a substan-
tially higher share than originally pro-
posed.

While we in Maryland are willing to
pay for our fair share, we also believe
that we should be properly credited
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for being the only State government
required to build and operate, at full
local expense, a dredge spoil disposal
site; a site built to comply with the
original 1970 Baltimore authorization.

As a result, the committee adopted
my amendment which guarantees that
the non-Federal share of a port navi-
gation project over 45 feet authorized
prior to 1985 shall be fully credited for
the acquisition, construction and oper-
ation of lands, easements, rights-of-
way and dredge spoil disposal sites
constructed to comply with the terms
of the original authorization and relat-
ed purposes.

The chairman of our committee,
Representative WALTER JoNES, pointed
out earlier during general debate on
H.R. 6 that this amendment guaran-
tees that the State of Maryland will
receive a $53 million credit toward its
initial share of the Baltimore harbor
and channels 50 foot project. The $53
million credit total is the amount it
cost the State to acquire lands, ease-
ments, and rights-of-ways to construct
the Hart-Miller Island dredge disposal
site.

This amendment not only recognizes
the uniqueness of the Baltimore
project, but will help restore the sense
of regional economic equity to ports
along the Delmarva Peninsula. The
three major ports closest to Baltimore,
which are Wilmington, DE, Philadel-
phia, PA, and Hampton Roads, VA,
have each obtained dredge disposal
sites or disposal of dredged material at
complete Federal expense. Baltimore,
on the other hand, has borne all such
costs for these activities.

There have been many Members
who have worked to enact port devel-
opment legislation to help revitalize
our Nation’s waterfronts. In particu-
lar, I want to commend public works
Chairman Jim HowaArp and Water Re-
sources Subcommittee Chairman Bos
RoEe for fashioning this bill and for
their diligence in working to see it
become law.

In addition, I am grateful for the
work of my own chairman, Represent-
ative WALTER JoNES, and the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Merchant
Marine, Representative Mar1o Bi1acar,
for their crucial work in developing
the port title of H.R. 6.

The balance between cargo and
quiche on America's urban water-
fronts can only be preserved if we
have channels deep enough to accom-
modate larger vessels that carry bulk
goods like grain and coal. With the
export of these goods we will provide
jobs for American workers and help
reduce our trade deficit.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this bill and to help continue the ren-
aissance at American ports like Balti-
more.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I have no further requests

November 5, 1985

for time, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, in order to fund port
development, title 15 of H.R. 6 would
impose a new 0.04 percent (4 cents per
$100) excise tax on the value of com-
mercial cargo loaded onto or unloaded
from a vessel at a port in the United
States. The tax is effective on January
1, 1986, and is estimated to raise ap-
proximately $200 million per year for
port development.

The port use tax does not apply to
cargo when loaded or unloaded at
ports in Hawaii or in any possession of
the United States. The tax does not
apply to cargo when loaded at any
port in the United States for transpor-
tation to Hawaii or a U.S. possession
for ultimate use or consumption in
Hawaii or the possession. If the cargo
loaded in Hawaii or a U.S. possession is
unloaded at a port in the United
States, then the port use tax applies
when the cargo is so unloaded.

The tax does not apply to fish or
other aquatic animal life caught
during a voyage. Also, the tax does not
apply to the U.S. Government or any
Federal agency or instrumentality.

The port use tax does not apply to
cargo where the transportation of that
cargo has been or will be subject to
the excise tax on diesel or other fuels
used on the inland waterways under
Internal Revenue Code section 4042. A
credit is allowed against the port use
tax for St. Lawrence Seaway tolls with
respect to the cargo being loaded or
unloaded, with any unused credit al-
lowed as a carryover to apply against
future port use tax liability of the tax-
payer.

This new port use tax is simply a
modified version of the excise tax
which was included in this bill by
every other committee to which the
bill was referred. The tax has been en-
dorsed by the administration as an ap-
propriate user charge.

Revenues from the new port use tax
will be deposited into a new Port In-
frastructure Development and Im-
provement Trust Fund in the Treas-
ury. In addition, title 15 authorizes ap-
propriations to the trust fund of suffi-
cient general revenues for each fiscal
year such that the total port use tax
revenues and general revenues for the
fiscal year together equal $1 billion.

Under title 15, permitted expendi-
tures out of the trust fund generally
are the same as under the bill as re-
ported by the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, with an
added provision to authorize payment
out of the trust fund for Treasury ex-
penses in administering the port use
tax. The port use tax is to be adminis-
tered by the U.S. Customs Service.
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In addition to port development,
title 15 adds the Tennessee-Tombigbee
Waterway to the list of inland and in-
tracoastal waterways, the commercial
use of which is subject to the inland
waterways fuel tax under Internal
Revenue Code section 4042, effective
on January 1, 1986.

Under the bill, like the new Port In-
frastructure, Development and Im-
provement Trust Fund, the Inland
Waterways Trust Fund statutory lan-
guage would be placed in the Trust
Fund Code in the Internal Revenue
Code. Not more than one-third of the
cost of any waterway construction
project under the bill and not more
than one-sixth of certain relocation
costs under the bill may be paid out of
the Inland Waterways Trust Fund.
These expenditure limitations are the
same as those proposed by the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the rev-
enue from the port use tax is an im-
portant and necessary source of fund-
ing for port development. The funding
of our Nation’s ports has long been de-
layed because of controversy regarding
the proper source of revenues. 1 be-
lieve that the port use tax, in combina-
tion with general revenues and local
funding, has broken the deadlock and
will allow the Nation’s ports to receive
the necessary funds to modernize and
expand so that they can compete
internationally.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of
H.R. 6.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. 1 yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. STANGELAND. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I would
like to compliment the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means
and the ranking minority member of
the Committee on Ways and Means
for the excellent work that they have
done on this very important piece of
legislation. But I would like to engage
in just a bit of colloquy with the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means, if he would be so indulgent.

Mr. Chairman, in the versions of
H.R. 6 reported by the Committees on
Public Works and Transportation and
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, both
committees also authorized the collec-
tion of a 0.04 percent ad valorem
charge on import, export, and domes-
tic cargo loaded or unloaded on vessels
at U.S. ports. Although the details of
each committee’s approach differed,
on one thing they were both very
clear: The responsibility for remitting
the ad valorem charge and the ulti-
mate liability for payment rests with
the cargo interest, not the vessel
owner or operator.

The Public Works Committee report
states (p. 517):
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The intent of the Committee is that the
tax be paid by the importer, exporter, or
shipper of the cargo, and not by the owner
or operator of the ship or vessel * * *. [Tlhe
Committee imposed the duty to collect the
tax on importers, exporters, and shippers.

Similarly, the report of the Commit-
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries
states (p. 27):

Regardless of the potential difficulty in
administration, the Committee reiterates
that the cargo, being the beneficiary of the
facilities provided by the port, is for pur-
poses of this Act the user responsible for
paying the fees required for ongoing oper-
ation and maintenance. The Committee in-
tends that no burden, financial or adminis-
trative, fall on vessel owners or operators.

The Ways and Means Committee
report, in describing the provisions
which are now part of title XV of the
bill before us, states (p. 11):

The port use tax is to be paid by the im-
porter * * * by the exporter * * * and by the
shipper* * *,

In order that the record might be
clear and unambiguous, I would like to
ask a question of the gentleman from
Illinois, the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means: Is it the
intent of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee that cargo interests, alone, bear
the responsibility for payment of the
port use tax of title XV?

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. That is cor-
rect. No financial or administrative
burden or responsibility is imposed
upon vessel owners or operators by
virtue of title XV of this legislation.

Mr. STANGELAND. I thank the
gentleman, and once again I commend
him and the ranking Republican
member of the full committee.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join
my colleague, Chairman ROSTENKOW-
SKI, in urging the House to adopt H.R.
6, a bill which provides for a number
of important water projects through-
out the United States. To assist in fi-
nancing these water projects, the bill
would impose a new 0.04 percent, 4
cents per $100, ad valorem tax on com-
mercial cargo loaded or unloaded from
a vessel at a port in the United States,
with certain enumerated exceptions.
The chairman has accurately de-
scribed the various components of the
bill for the House and I will not re-
state them here. The Committee on
Ways and Means ordered the bill re-
ported by voice vote, and I know of no
objection to the bill. I would urge my
colleagues to vote for the bill today.

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair-
man, 1 have no further requests for
time, and I yield back the balance of
my time,

The CHAIRMAN. Does any member
from the Committee on Interior and
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Insular Affairs wish to claim that com-
mittee's time?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, we have no requests for time on
this side, but I gladly yield such time
as he may consume to the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

Mr. RICHARDSON. I thank my col-
league from Alaska for yielding time
to me.

Mr, Chairman, I appreciate the op-
portunity to rise in support of H.R.
3670, the Water Resources Conserva-
tion, Development, and Infrastructure
Improvement and Rehabilitation Act
of 1985. I commend the House leader-
ship for their recognition of the need
to focus attention on the many eritical
water issues facing our Nation today.

Reauthorization of a comprehensive
omnibus water bill is long overdue. It
has not been since 1970—15 years
ago—that we enacted a truly compre-
hensive water resources law to author-
ize projects and programs. We cannot
afford to wait any longer. Our Na-
tion's water resources infrastructure
needs and deserves immediate atten-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the Public Works and Transportation
Committee Chairman JAMES HOWARD,
Water Resources Subcommittee Chair-
man RoBerT RoE; House Interior Com-
mittee Chairman Mogrris UpALL; and
Water and Power Subcommittee

Chairman GeorRGe MiLLEr for their
outstanding leadership and innovative
attempts to address these increasing

water resources problems in a compre-
hensive manner.

Water issues are of the utmost im-
portance to the people I represent in
the Third Congressional District of
New Mexico. Few concerns in the
West are greater than our need to pro-
tect and conserve water resources.
Western States have been able to
build a healthy economy and environ-
ment for a growing and productive
population because the State and Fed-
eral Government, in partnership, have
constructed water projects that have
become a veritable lifeline for our
States.

The Federal investment in Western
water projects has been returned in
many ways. They have ultimately paid
their own way. In addition, the eco-
nomic health of the West and the agri-
cultural improvements that have re-
sulted from these projects have bene-
fited our entire Nation. Water projects
have been success stories in satisfying
national objectives.

H.R. 3670 addresses a real need in
northern New Mexico. The bill recog-
nizes the need to restore and preserve
the Acequia irrigation ditch systems in
their State and recognizes their cul-
tural and historical values. Further,
the legislation provides for needed im-
provements to Abiqui dam to increase
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the safety of the structure and en-
hance flood and sediment control.

Mr. Chairman, water is a scarce and
precious commodity in my district.
Any discussion of increased economic
development must include an empha-
sis on the water supply needs of our
expanding communities. Fifteen years
is too long to wait. I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 3670, and take
a strong stand in addressing the criti-
cal water needs of our Nation.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume, to say that this bill is impor-
tant for the future of this Nation con-
cerning water and water policy. Many
of us in the Congress and many in the
United States do not recognize what
could be our next major crisis in the
United States, and that is the lack of
water for the production of agricul-
ture, the lack of water for our indus-
trial strength and the lack of water for
consumption in our own right as far as
clean and safe water. The sharing of
the burden is crucial. I believe this bill
takes care of many of the major prob-
lems that have been faced in the past.
Hopefully, for the first time we will
have a water policy that the American
people can benefit from.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The balance of
the time for the Committee on Interi-
or and Insular Affairs is yielded back.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I

yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.

Nowak], a member of our committee.

Mr. NOWAK. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 6, the Water Resources
Conservation, Development, and Infra-
structure Improvement and Rehabili-
tation Act of 1985.

I first would like to commend the
gentlemen from New Jersey [Mr.
Howagrpl, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation, and Mr, RoE, the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Water Re-
sources, for their diligent leadership in
forging this important legislation.
Thanks are also due the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. SNyYDER] and the
gentleman frm Minnesota [Mr.
StanGeLanp] for their dedication and
cooperation in this process.

We have not enacted a comparable
omnibus water resources bill since
1970. Clearly, H.R. 6 is long overdue.

The passage of time has created a
tremendous backlog in vitally essential
water resources projects. This legisla-
tion is critical to readdressing this na-
tionwide inventory of unmet needs in
a meaningful way.

During these last 15 years, infra-
structure has become a household
word, as more and more attention has
been focused on the deteriorating con-
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dition of our roads, bridges,
ports, and water supply network.

The dimension and scope of these in-
frastructure needs require a strong
and sustained Federal role, in partner-
ship with State and local governments
and the private sector. H.R. 6, with its
new cost-sharing provisions, will
enable us to advance scores of vitally
needed port development, flood con-
trol, shoreline protection, and inland
waterway projects.

Our water resources and our infra-
structure are vital to our national eco-
nomic well-being and our quality of
life. HR. 6 commits us to major in-
vestments that will reap dividends for
future generations in this country. It
is a wise investment we cannot afford
to bypass.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
vield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
GraY], a member of our committee.

Mr. GRAY of Illinois. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support H.R.
6 and to tell you what a personal joy it
is to serve on such a fine working com-
mittee as the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

I want to commend the distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Howarpl, the
distinguished ranking minority
member, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. SnypER], the very distin-
guished subcommittee chairman, the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
RoEg], and the ranking member on the
Republican side for all the hard work
that has gone into this bill. It is a fine
bill—it is an American bill.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
I yield such time as he may consume
to the distinguished gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT], who
was the previous ranking Republican
on the Subcommittee on Water Re-
sources and certainly got this whole
process started before I became the
ranking minority member.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
Water Resources Conservation, Devel-
opment, and Infrastructure Improve-
ment and Rehabilitation Act of 1985.

I commend our very distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. Howarp], as well as the
ranking minority member of the full
committee, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. SnypEr], and I certainly
commend the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. Rog] for the many, many
months and, actually, years, of hard
work he has put into this, as well as
our distinguished friend, the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. STANGE-
LAND], and as well as the leadership of
all of the committees that have la-
bored to develop this important and
balanced bill.

As my colleagues know all too well, we
have not had an omnibus water resources

dams,
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projects bill for the Corps of Engineers in
almost a decade. As the former ranking Re-
publican member of the Subcommittee on
Water Resources of the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation, I know
that this is not because the issue is not im-
portant or because the Members of this
body have not worked hard to develop the
necessary legislation. We all recognize the
importance of water resources development
to the vitality of our economy and the ex-
tradordinary effort that has been put into
passage of this legislation. We have heard
today of the importance of the provisions
in this bill to the country and to individual
Members who have spoken in support of
the bill earlier.

I would just like to take a moment to
mention some of the key provisions in this
bill that are important to the citizens of Ar-
kansas. First of all, let me mention projects
in this bill that will greatly reduce the dev-
astating effect of floodwaters in Arkansas.
To this end, the bill would authorize
projects for flood control in the cities of
Helena and West Memphis, AR, and along
Fifteen Mile Bayou, Fourche Bayou and
Eight Mile Creek. In the area of navigation,
the bill would authorize improvements for
the harbor of Helena and also along the
White River.

There are also a number of small but im-
portant projects to assist local governments
in making necessary repairs to infrastruc-
ture improvements and authorization for
water supply loans to the cities of Fort
Smith and Van Buren. I would be remiss if
I didn’t take a moment to at least mention
the provisions in title 9 of the bill that
honor some of our most distinguished citi-
zens by renaming Corps of Engineers
projects or project features after those that
have contributed so much to communities
in which those projects are located.

Finally, I note that the bill contains an
authorization for a demonstration project
to determine the causes and possible reme-
dies of pollution at Beaver Lake in my dis-
triet. The project would be undertaken in
cooperation with the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, working with State and
local agencies in an effort to find ways of
preserving and enhancing the quality of the
reservoir’s waters.

Again, Mr. Chairman, let me congratu-
late those on the committee and extend my
sincere appreciation for their efforts and
assistance. Through their efforts, I am con-
fident that we will finally see final passage
of a comprehensive water resources devel-
opment bill—a bill that I urge all of my
colleagues in joining me in supporting.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
RoEl, the distinguished chairman of
our Water Resources Subcommittee,
who is the chief architect of this legis-
lation.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank the distinguished chairman of
our committee, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. Howarp] for yielding
twice to me.
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Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to bring
to the floor HR. 6, the Water Re-
sources Conservation, Development,
and Infrastructure Improvement and
Rehabilitation Act. This bill is the
product of over 4 years of intensive
work by the Subcommittee on Water
Resources, including hearings and
countless hours of gathering informa-
tion and consulting interested Mem-
bers and their staffs. I am deeply ap-
preciative of the many hours the
members of the subcommittee, and of
the full committee, have devoted to
this legislation. I also wish to express
my gratitude for the fine cooperation
of the ranking minority member of
the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. STANGELAND] and
the ranking minority member of the
full committee, the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. Snybper]. I especially
want to thank the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. Howarp] for the outstand-
ing leadership he again has exercised
in bringing this legislation to the
floor.

Mr. Chairman, we began work on
this legislation with two basic prem-
ises in mind. The first is that water is
our most important and most valuable
national asset, and resolving the prob-
lems relating to the use, overuse, and
abuse of water, as well as protection
from catastrophic flooding, are items
of the highest priority. The second
premise is that we must begin to deal
with these water resources problems
according to a national policy that is
both rational and bipartisan in nature.
We have worked diligently to achieve
that goal in this legislation.

H.R. 6, as is traditional with water
resources development bills, contains
project authorizations, authorizations
of water resources studies, project
modifications, and general provisions
effecting the overall water resources
program of the Corps of Engineers.
This bill also continues the practice of
refining the manner in which the
corps’ existing water resources pro-
gram is carried out to meet our con-
stantly changing water resources
needs. As a result, the bill contains a
number of features addressing water
supply needs, environmental concerns,
energy needs, and project study proce-
dures, in addition to the traditional
provisions addressing flood control,
navigation, erosion control, recreation,
and the like.

This bill also contains a number of
new provisions which recognize new
water resources needs that have arisen
as a result of the aging process on our
water resources infrastructure.

Mr. Chairman, with these prefatory
remarks, I would like to proceed
through the bill briefly title by title to
describe for you its contents. A more
detailed statement is being submitted
for the record.
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Title 1 authorizes 6 deep draft navi-
gation projects—projects with an au-
thorized depth of 45 feet or more—and
29 projects for the improvement of
general cargo ports—ports with an au-
?horized depth of between 14 and 45

eet.

These port projects will be subject to
a new cost-sharing arrangement. Non-
Federal interests will be required to
pay a portion of the construction costs
of ports, with the local share deter-
mined in relation to the depth of the
port. There is no cost sharing for a
port with a depth of 14 feet or less.
For the increment between 14 feet and
20 feet, the non-Federal share is 10
percent. For the increment of depth
between 20 feet and 35 feet, the share
is 25 percent. And, for the increment
deeper than 45 feet, the local share is
50 percent. Non-Federal interests must
also provide necessary lands, ease-
ments, and rights-of-way, including
disposal areas, but only to the extent
that the cost of these items does not
exceed 5 percent of the cost of the
project. In addition, a tax of 0.04 per-
cent is imposed on the value of cargo
loaded or unloaded at a U.S. port.

A non-Federal interest may levy port
or harbor dues, in the form of tonnage
duties, but may only do so with regard
to a vessel if that vessel actually bene-
fits from the port project. No dues
may be imposed if the vessel, when
fully loaded, could have utilized the
port or harbor before construction of
the project.

Section 104 provides a mechanism to
permit non-Federal interests to plan,
design, and construct port projects
and later to be reimbursed subject to
appropriations for those costs that or-
dinarily would be a Federal responsi-
bility, so that a project may be expe-
dited by non-Federal interests.

Title II authorizes the construction
of seven critically needed lock and
dam projects on the inland waterway
system. These projects consist of re-
placements of obsolete structures and
improvements to structures needed to
prevent unacceptable constraints on
navigation. This title also provides
that one-third of the cost of the gener-
al navigation features of these
projects shall be paid only from
amounts appropriated from the inland
waterways trust fund—the fund de-
rived from fuel taxes on vessels used
in commercial waterway transporta-
tion.

Title III authorizes the construction
of 92 projects for the control of de-
structive flood waters throughout the
Nation. We have developed a new
system of cost sharing which we be-
lieve to be fair and equitable. Under
present law the non-Federal sponsors
of local flood protection projects pay
for lands, easements, rights-of-way
and relocations, which vary from
project to project. We have included a
new uniform cost-sharing formula
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which will ensure that regional needs
are addressed with fairness, and which
will result in the equitable distribution
of national water resources invest-
ments needed throughout the Nation.
The non-Federal share for local flood
protection projects is established at 25
percent. Non-Federal interests will
continue to provide lands, easements,
rights-of-way and relocations. In addi-
tion, they must contribute 5 percent of
the cost of the project during con-
struction. If the cash contribution and
the lands, easements, rights-of-way
and relocations are less than 25 per-
cent of the project cost, the amount
necessary to meet the 25-percent share
must be paid to the United States over
a period not to exceed 15 years. If
these items are more than 25 percent,
then that is the non-Federal share,
except that such share is capped at 30
percent.

Title IV authorizes a number of
projects for the protection of shore-
lines on the Atlantic and gulf coasts
and the Great Lakes.

Title V authorizes 78 projects for
water resources conservation and de-
velopment purposes—including mitiga-
tion of damages to fish and wildlife,
water supply, hydroelectric power,
streambank erosion control, naviga-
tion, and other purposes, including
many detailed provisions designed to
protect specific environmental values.

Title VI authorizes the corps to con-
duct a number of studies. These in-
clude studies of specific water re-
sources problems in particular local-
ities, as well as studies of a more gen-
eral nature. A few of the most impor-
tant provisions for studies of a general
nature are as follows.

Section 605 directs the corps and the
Fish and Wildlife Service to study the
feasibility of utilizing the corps’ capa-
bilities to conserve indigenous wildlife
and wildlife habitats, including creat-
ing alternative habitats, and benefi-
cially modifying existing habitats.

Section 606 authorizes the corps to
make a nationwide study of the Na-
tion’s flood problems and the effec-
tiveness of existing projects in reduc-
ing losses from floods.

Section 610 directs the corps to pre-
pare an estimate of the long-range
capital investment needs for water re-
sources programs within its jurisdie-
tion—including investment needs for
ports, inland waterway transportation,
flood control, municipal and industrial
water supply, hydroelectric power,
recreation, and the fish and wildlife
conservation and enhancement associ-
ated with those programs.

Section 614 directs the corps to pre-
pare a list of authorized water re-
sources studies for which no report
has been transmitted to the Congress,
and to make recommendations with
respect to each such study as to
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whether or not it should continue to
be authorized.

Title VII contains a number of
project modifications for a number of
authorized water resources projects.
These modifications were all analyzed
by the committee on a case-by-case
basis and were determined to be neces-
sary for the functioning of the
projects to which they relate.

Title VIII, relates to water supply.
Subtitle A establishes a loan program
to be administered by the corps for
the purpose of repairing, rehabilitat-
ing, expanding, and improving public
water supply systems and publicly reg-
ulated water supply systems. These
loans are limited to 80 percent of the
cost of the water supply project for
which each loan is made, with an
annual limit of $40 million for each
project and an annual limit of $80 mil-
lion for any State. Before receiving a
loan, an operator must implement a
water conservation program in order
to encourage the responsible use of
water.

Subtitle B of title VIII declares a na-
tional interest in economically con-
serving existing water supplies and in
economically developing new supplies
through Federal participation in the
repair, rehabilitation, and improve-
ment of water supply systems and
through Federal construction of
single-purpose, as well as multiple-pur-
pose, water supply projects. The non-
Federal share of such projects is to be
100 percent, with the non-Federal in-
terests initially providing 20 percent,
and repaying the remaining 80 percent
of the project costs over a period of up
to 50 years in accordance with the pro-
visions of the Water Supply Act of
1958.

Title IX changes the names of a
number of water resources projects
and project features which have been
constructed by the Corps of Engineers.
One naming is geographical and the
others are in honor of prominent indi-
viduals who have contributed their ef-
forts to the development of water re-
sources.

Title X, deauthorizes some 300 au-
thorized corps projects or portions of
projects. The Congressional Budget
Office has estimated that, if these
projects were funded, Federal outlays
would be approximately $18 billion.

Title XI consists of a number of gen-
eral provisions relating to the corps’
water resources program. The follow-
ing are a few of the most important
provisions contained in that title.

Section 1101 defines the objectives
for which Corps of Engineers water re-
sources projects are to be planned, in-
cluding the objectives of enhancing re-
gional economic development, the
quality of the total environment, the
well-being and quality of life of the
people of the United States, preserva-
tion of cultural and historic values,
the prevention of loss of life, and na-
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tional economic development. It also
provides that the benefits and costs at-
tributable to these objectives—both
quantifiable and unquantifiable—shall
be included in the evaluations of bene-
fits and costs for Corps of Engineers
projects.

Section 1102 requires that non-Fed-
eral interests contribute 50 percent of
the costs of any feasibility report for
any water resources study prepared by
the corps or the Department of the In-
terior. An exception is made in the
case of inland waterway projects, for
which the benefits are generally ac-
knowledged to be too widespread to be
specifically identified with individual
local governmental entities.

Section 1103 provides that in the
evaluation of corps projects the bene-
fits attributable to environmental
measures shall be deemed to be at
least equal to the costs of those meas-
ures.

Section 1104 establishes a new $35
million environmental protection and
mitigation fund. Amounts in this fund
are to be available for undertaking, in
advance of the construction of any
corps project, any measures author-
ized as part of the project which may
be necessary to ensure that project-in-
duced losses to fish and wildlife pro-
duction and habitat will be mitigated.

Section 1122 relates to the master
plan for the management of the upper
Mississippi River system, which was
prepared by the Uper Mississippi
River Basin Commission pursuant to
Public Law 95-502. This section con-
tains congressional approval of the
master plan as a guide for future
water policy on the upper Mississippi
River system. It authorizes the corps
and the Interior Department, in con-
sultation with the States, to undertake
a program, as identified in the master
plan, for the planning, construction,
and evaluation of measures for fish
and wildlife habitat rehabilitation and
enhancement, implementation of a
long-term resources monitoring pro-
gram, and implementation of a com-
puterized inventory and analysis
system.

Section 1135 authorizes the corps to
review the operation of previously con-
structed projects in order to determine
the need of modifications in the struc-
tures and operations of those projects
for the purpose of improving the qual-
ity of the environment in the public
interest.

Title XII establishes a National
Board on Water Resources Policy. The
Board will be composed of the Secre-
taries of the major Federal water re-
sources agencies, together with two
other members and a chairman ap-
pointed by the President with the
advice and consent of the Senate.
Among other things, the Board will be
responsible for establishing principles
and standards for the formulation and
evaluation of Federal water and relat-

November 5, 1985

ed land resources projects and coordi-
nating Federal water resources policy.
The establishment of this Board is
critical to the establishment and im-
plementation of a balanced water re-
sources policy.

Title XIII relates to bridges over
navigable waters. It provides Federal
assistance for the relocation of two
bridges that have become obstructions
to navigation as a result of local land
subsidence problems.

Title XIV requires that any report
dealing with fish and wildlife mitiga-
tion, benthic environmental repercus-
sions, or ecosystem mitigation, that is
required to be sent to the House Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation and the Senate Committee on
Environment and Public Works shall
also be sent to the House Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Title XV, as reported by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, imposes a
port use tax on the loading or unload-
ing of commercial cargo at a U.S. port
of 0.04 percent of the value of the
cargo.

It also establishes a port infrastruc-
ture development and improvement
trust fund. There is authorized to be
appropriated to the trust fund each
year an amount equal to the excess of
$1 billion over the amounts deposited
in the fund from the 0.04-percent port
use tax. Amounts in the trust fund are
available, as provided in appropria-
tions acts, for studies, construction,
and operation of ports.

Mr. Chairman, the rule provides
that the amendments published by
our committee in the November 4,
1985, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD may be
offered en bloc. For the benefit of the
Members I wish to explain briefly
what these amendments will accom-
plish.

TITLE XI
MIAMI RIVER MANAGEMENT COMMISSION

This amendment authorizes the Sec-
retary to make a grant to the Gover-
nor of Florida to establish the Miami
River Management Commission to de-
velop a comprehensive plan for the
Miami River.

TITLE I
NORFOLK HARBOR

This amendment provides that the
cost of utility relocations associated
with the project at Norfolk, VA, be at
full Federal expense.

MOBILE HARBOR

This amendment corrects an omis-
sion of the National Marine Fisheries
Service in the text as it relates to miti-
gation measures at Mobile Harbor.

LOS ANGELES AND LONG BEACH HARBORS

This amendment increases the au-
thorized depth of the harbor of Los
Angeles from 65 to 70 feet.

KILL VAN KULL AND ARTHUR KILL

This amendment combines the

projects for Arthur Kill and Kill Van
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Kull, New York and New Jersey, and
adds a provision extending the project
to the Fresh Kills in Carteret, NJ.
LAKE CHARLES
This amendment updates the esti-
mated Federal cost of the project at
Lake Charles, LA.
NORFOLK HARBOR
This amendment prohibits the Sec-
retary from imposing fees or other
charges for the disposal of dredge ma-
terial into the Craney Island, VA, fa-
cility.
NORFOLK HARBOR
This amendment provides that the
modification of four anchorages previ-
ously authorized but not constructed,
and the three anchorages authorized
by this act at Norfolk, VA, are to be at
full Federal expense.
TITLE III
QUINCY COASTAL STREAMS
This amendment provides that the
non-Federal interests for the project
are to be credited with work done by
the non-Federal interest, after Janu-
ary 1, 1978, if the work is determined
to be compatible with the project.
RIO PUERTO NUEVO
This amendment authorizes the
project for flood control at Rio Puerto

Nuevo, PR. The bill as introduced au-

thorized a study for this project; the

study has been completed, the results
of the study are now authorized and
the study is deleted.
SANTA ANA RIVER MAINSTEM

This amendment modifies the cur-
rent provision in the bill to reflect the
modifications for the Santa Ana River
mainstem contained in the report of
the district engineer, dated September

1985.

AMITE, COMITE, TANGIPAHOA, TCHEFUNCTE,
TICKFAW, BOGUE CHITTO, AND NATALBANY
RIVERS, LA
This amendment adds an authoriza-

tion to the Secretary to undertake rea-

sonable wildlife mitigation measures
in eonnection with the project author-
ized in the bill.
INTERNATIONAL LEVEE, NOYES, MN

This amendment authorizes the Sec-
retary to accept funds from a project
cosponsor in connection with the
project authorized in the bill.

FAIRFIELD VICINITY STREAMS

This amendment provides that the
non-Federal interests for the project
for flood control previously authorized
by the Flood Control Act of 1965 are
to be credited for the cost of work per-
formed by the non-Federal interest
subsequent to December 31, 1973, and
determined to be compatible with the
project.

TITLE IV
ORCHARD BEACH, NEW YORK

This amendment authorizes the
project for beach erosion control, Or-
chard Beach, NY.
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PINELLAS COUNTY, FL

This amendment authorizes the
project for beach erosion control, Pin-
ellas County, FL.

TITLE V
MERRIMACK RIVER, MA

This amendment authorizes the Sec-
retary to conduct reconnaissance and
feasibility studies on extending the
project on the Merrimack River from
Lawrence to Haverhill, MA, and from
Haverhill to the mouth of the Merri-
mack River.

JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL
This amendment clarifies that the
costs of this project are to a Federal
responsibility, as recommended by the
report of the Chief of Engineers.

LAVA FLOW CONTROL, HI
This amendment deletes the project
for lava flow control, Hawaii, current-
ly contained in the bill.

BEATTIES DAM, NJ
This amendment modifies the provi-
sion in the bill concerning flood con-
trol measures along the Passaic,
Pompton, and Pequannock Rivers, NJ,
to provide for repairs to Beatties Dam
and removal of the existing rock shelf.

SONOMA COUNTY, CA
This amendment modifies the provi-
sion in the bill to allow the Secretary
increased discretion in selecting the
appropriate implementation of the
water resources project.

TITLE VI

INSULAR POSSESSIONS

This amendment corrects the om-
mission of the Virgin Islands from the
study of the water and related land re-
sources in the insular possessions to be
conducted by the Secretary. It also
provides that any funds appropriated
for the study which are not spent by
the Secretary for the study, are to be
available for construction of author-
ized projects and implementation of
the findings of the study, in the pos-
sessions.

GREAT LAKES

This amendment modifies the provi-
sion authorizing the Secretary to de-
termine the extent of shoreline ero-
sion on Lake Superior to the time sub-
sequent to January 26, 1973.

WATER SUPPLY STORAGE

This amendment modifies the exist-
ing study provision concerning the
pricing policy of the Corps of Engi-
neers relative to water supply to pro-
vide that the Secretary is not to
modify his water supply pricing policy
until the results of the study are avail-
able and Congress enacts additional
legislation.

TITLE V
PORT ONTARIO, NY

This amendment authorizes the Sec-
retary to maintain a harbor of refuge
in Port Ontario, Sandy Creek, NY.
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TITLE VII
KING HARBOR, CA
This amendment clarifies the exist-
ing language in the bill that the Secre-
tary is to construct the breakwaters at
the project to a height of 22 feet.
COLORADO RIVER, TX
This amendment is a technical
change to correct an erroneous cost
figure contained in the bill.
SAN LORENZO RIVER, CA
This amendment modifies the provi-
sion in the bill to authorize the Secre-
tary to take actions which he deems
necessary at the project, in addition to
the dredging provided for in the bill.
The Secretary is also authorized to
conduct further study and design on
the project.
RACINE HARBOR, WI
This amendment modifies the provi-
sion for Racine Harbor to change the
requirement that the Secretary con-
struct and maintain the harbor area,
to a requirement that the Secretary
only dredge the area.
TITLE VI
JAMES RIVER, 5D
This amendment adds a study of the
feasibility of providing flood protec-
tion along the James River, SD.
TITLE VII
NEWPORT BAY HARBOR, CA
This amendment modifies the provi-
sion in the bill for Upper Newport Bay
Harbor, Orange County, CA, to better
define the scope of the project.
DUNKIRK HARBOR, NY
This amendment authorizes the Sec-
retary to reimburse the non-Federal
interests for expenses they have in-
curred at the project which would
have been the responsibility of the
Secretary under the section.
FISHTRAP LAKE, KY
This amendment modifies the
project for Fishtrap Lake, Pike
County, KY, to authorize the Secre-
tary to acquire by purchase any prop-
erty in the drainage area of the
project.
SABINE RIVER, TX
This amendment modifies the
project for the Sabine-Neches Water-
way, TX, to authorize an extension of
the project approximately 1% miles.
CLARKS HILL RESERVOIR, GA AND SC
This amendment modifies the
project for flood control, Clarks Hill
Reservoir, to add recreation and fish
and wildlife management as project
purposes.
RED ROCK DAM AND LAKE, IA
This amendment authorizes the Sec-
retary to acquire fee simple title and
flowage easements to real property
subject to periodic flooding at the
project.
CAPE CHARLES CITY HARBOR, VA
This amendment modifies the
project for Cape Charles City Harbor,
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to provide that the existing bulkheads
and berthing space shall constitute
the local cooperation required by the
project’s authorizing legislation.
EAST CHESTER CREEK, NY

This amendment modifies the
project to require the Secretary to
dredge and maintain the Y-shaped
portion of the project within 2 years.
It also deletes the project from the de-
authorization section of the bill.

TITLE IX

VANCE HARTKE RESERVOIR
This amendment renames the
Patoka Reservoir, Wabash River, IN,
as the Vance Hartke Reservoir.

DEWAYNE HAYES RECREATION AREA
This amendment renames the Stin-
son Creek Recreation Area, which is to
be built as part of the Tennessee-Tom-
bighee Waterway as the DeWayne
Hayes Recreation Area.

TITLE X

NAPA RIVER BASIN
This amendment removes the

project for flood control, Napa River

Basin, from the deauthorization title.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
This amendment removes the
project for flood control, District of
Columbia, from the deauthorization
title.

TAMPA HARBOR, FL
This amendment adds the turning
basin at the junction of the Garrison
and Seddon channels and the Hillsbor-
ough River to the deauthorization
title.

KAUNAKAKAI HI
This amendment removes the
project for navigation, Kaunakakai
Deep Draft Harbor, Molokai, HI, from
the deauthorization title.

PEORIA COUNTY LEVEES, IL
This amendment removes the
project for flood control, Peoria,
Peoria County Levees, IL, from the de-
authorization title.

WAUKEGAN HARBOR, IL
This amendment removes the
project for navigation, Waukegan
Harbor, IL, from the deauthorization
title.

CAROLINA BEACH, NC
This amendment removes the
project for flood control, Carolina
Beach and vicinity, south area, North
Carolina, from the deauthorization
title.
PECAN BAYOU LAKE, TX
This amendment removes the
project for flood control, Pecan Bayou
Lake, TX, from the deauthorization
title.
CASSVILLE SMALL BOAT HARBOR, WI
This amendment removes the
project for navigation, Cassville Small
Boat Harbor, WI, from the deauthor-
ization title.
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TITLE XI
COST BENEFIT EVALUATION

This amendment provides that if a
non-Federal interest has entered into
an agreement pursuant to section 215
of the Flood Control Act of 1968, the
interest rate to be used in determining
the costs and benefits of the project is
to be the rate applicable at the time of
execution of the agreement.

SUMMERSVILLE LAKE PROJECT

This amendment would modify the
provision in the bill concerning re-
leases from the Summersville Dam,
Gauley River, by increasing the re-
leases from the Summersville Dam on
the Gauley River from 2,400 cubic feet
per second to 2,500 cubic feet per
second.

UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER

This amendment modifies the provi-
sion in the bill addressing the manage-
ment of the upper Mississippi River. It
provides that approval of the master
plan by this section is not to be
deemed to be authorization of any rec-
ommendation in the plan. It also pro-
vides for an increased role of the Sec-
retary of the Interior in the imple-
mentation of the plan. Furthermore, it
provides that amounts authorized to
be appropriated, and amounts appro-
priated are to remain authorized and
available until appropriated or ex-
pended.

ELK CREEK LAKE

This amendment modifies the provi-
sion contained in the bill for Elk
Creek Lake, Rogue River, Oregon and
California. Authorization to the Secre-
tary to study the feasibility of hydro-
power is deleted and the Secretary is
directed to include in the study of the
project, funds previously appropriated
by Congress, as sunk costs.

CORPS OF ENGINEERS CAPABILITIES STUDY

This amendment modifies the provi-
sion which would have the Corps of
Engineers conduct a study to evaluate
measures necessary to improve its ca-
pabilities to add a requirement that
the corps also consider appropriate
measures to increase reliance on the
private sector.

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION ASSISTANCE

This amendment modifies the provi-
sion in the bill concerning the use of
Farmers Home Administration assist-
ance to provide that the funds may be
used to pay the non-Federal share of
another Federal grant-in-aid program.

CROSS-FLORIDA BARGE CANAL

This amendment modifies the provi-
sion in the bill addressing the status of
the Cross-Florida Barge Canal. The
amendment clarifies that regulated
public utilities may be considered for
expedited approval of application for
easements across the project property,
clarifies the amount of money to be
paid to reimburse the local govern-
ments for expenses incurred in land
acquisition for the project, provides a
mechanism for determining a date cer-
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tain when the unconstructed portions
of the project are to be no longer au-
thorized, and clarifies that any lands
owned by the Canal Authority and
contained within the expanded bound-
ary of the Ocala National Forest may
not be transferred to an entity other
than the Federal Government, if the
unauthorization is to become effective.

MIAMI RIVER, SEYBOLD CHANNEL, FL
This amendment directs the Secre-
tary to remove abandoned vessels and
vessels subject to U.S. control by
reason of seizure or forfeiture, in por-
tions of the Miami River and Seybold
Channel, FL.
OHIO AND WABASH RIVERS, STREAMBANK
CONTROL
This amendment authorizes the Sec-
retary to undertake streambank ero-
sion control measures along a portion
of the Ohio and Wabash Rivers, IL.
BREWERTON EXTENSION
This amendment permits funds ap-
propriated for the Brewerton exten-
sion to be used to conduct dredging of
the inland waterway from the Dela-
ware River to the Chesapeake Bay.

SOUTH PLATTE RIVER, CO
This amendment modifies the
project for flood control below Chat-
field Dam on the South Platte River,
CO, to permit the local interests to
construct necessary highway improve-
ments.

FOSTER JOSEPH SAYERS LAKE, PA

This amendment provides that the
Secretary is authorized to construct
necessary repairs on the Marsh Creek

Bridge near Foster Joseph Sayers
Lake, Centre County, PA, a corps con-
structed project.
DARK HEAD CREEK, MD

This amendment would declare a
portion of the waterway located on
Dark Head Creek in the community of
Middle River, MD, as nonnavigable
water of the United States.

CHEROKEE HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

This amendment authorizes the
Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma to
design and construct hydroelectric fa-
cilities at the W.D. Mayo Lock and
Dam on the Arkansas River in Okla-
homa. Construction is to be by the
Corps of Engineers, on reimbursable
basis, and the power generated by the
project is to be marketed by the
Southwestern Power Administration.

DEVIL'S KITCHEN LAKE WATER SUPPLY

This amendment authorizes and di-
rects the Secretary of Interior to sell
municipal water to the city of Marion,
IL, from water which may be available
to the Devil's Kitchen Lake Project, Il-
linois.

CAVEN POINT AREA, NEW JERSEY

This amendment declares an area in
the vicinity of Caven Point, Jersey
City, Hudson County, NJ, to be a non-
navigable water of the United States.
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SUNSET BEACH HARBOR, CA

This amendment authorizes the Sec-
retary to enter into agreements with
Federal project repayment districts
for the repayment of the costs in-
curred by the Federal Government in
developing water resource projects. It
further permits a demonstration
project of this non-Federal cost shar-
ing at the Seal Beach Naval Weapons
Station, Sunset Beach Harbor, Bolsa
Chica Bay, CA.

MIAMI RIVER AND SEYBOLD CANAL, FL

This amendment authorizes and di-
rects the Secretary to remove polluted
bottom sediments from a portion of
the Miami River and Seybold Canal,
Miami, FL.

EISENHOWER AND SNELL LOCKS, NY

This amendment authorizes the Sec-
retary to rehabilitate the Eisenhower
and Snell Locks, Saint Lawrence
River, Massena, NY.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6, which is the
result of over 4 years of intense study
by our committee, represents the first
major construction authorization bill
since 1970—and the most comprehen-
sive and environmentally sensitive
water resources bill ever developed. It
is necessary to the dynamies of our
Nation’s economy; it is timely; and I
urge its adoption.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
1 yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER], a
member of the committee.

Mr. CLINGER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 6, the Water Resources Conserva-
tion, Development and Infrastructure
Improvement and Rehabilitation Act
of 1985.

The leadership of the Water Re-
sources Subcommittee, Chairman Bos
Roe and ranking member ARLAN
StanceLanp, and the full committee
chairman Jim Howarp, and ranking
member (GENE SNYDER, are to be ap-
plauded for producing this innovative
and timely bill.

You've already heard previous
speakers outline the major provisions
of this bill. I think you’ll all agree this
bill is comprehensive, it's fair to all
segments of our society dependent on
water infrastructure projects, and it
fairly addresses the budget constraints
now facing all areas of our Govern-
ment.

By rising today, I want to focus
members’ attention on the implica-
tions of the new cost-sharing provi-
sions contained in H.R. 6.

Until this year, harbor improvement
projects were largely funded by the
Federal Government. H.R. 6 changes
this practice and requires local ports
to assume between 10 percent and 55
percent of the project cost, depending
on the depth of the dredging. H.R. 6
also stipulates that ports having
depths exceeding 45 feet assume a por-
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tion of their annual operation and
maintenance costs.

For inland waterway transportation
projects, H.R. 6 requires one-third of
the construction cost be financed by
the inland waterways trust fund,
whose revenues are derived from a
fuel tax on barge operators.

Flood control projects authorized by
H.R. 6 will, for the first time, require
local interests to pay at least 5 percent
of the construction costs in cash,
during the construction phase. This is
in addition to the 20 to 25 percent
noncash contribution that must also
be provided by local interests, such as
land, easements, right of ways, and re-
locations.

The significance of these cost-shar-
ing provisions is important and I hope
it is fully understood by all Members.
By requiring local interests to ante up
a portion of their own revenues and to
share in the cost of construction, we
are forcing local governments and
users to pass judgement on the feasi-
bility of the projects. We are, in es-
sence, applying a local means test as a
gauge of the non-Federal parties, in-
terest in financing these projects.

Up to this point, the Federal Gov-
ernment provided the lion’s share of
all funding. Now we're spreading the
costs, forcing potential project bene-
factors to draw their own conclusions
and to judge the project’s merits on
the basis of their own ability to pay.
And to reiterate a point made earlier
by Mr. STANGELAND, cost sharing will
greatly enhance the entire project se-
lection and development process.

Mr. Chairman, cost sharing is a
trend that is seeing wider and wider
acceptance in a whole range of Federal
programs, most notably in the areas of
infrastructure. Cost sharing is now an
integral part of sewer and water
supply system construction programs
and highway construction. Our water-
ways and ports should be no different.

Not to dwell too heavily on cost
sharing alone, H.R. 6 offers many fea-
tures that should merit the support of
all Members. It authorizes long over-
due rehabilitation projects for our Na-
tion’s water infrastructure sytem, it
promotes rehabilitating our water
supply systems through the establish-
ment of a loan program, and it author-
izes a number of water resource devel-
opment and conservation projects that
promote the safe keeping and en-
hancement of our environmental re-
SOUrces.

I urge all members to support this
legislation.
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Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
1 yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. SHAW], a member of
the subcommittee.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.
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Mr. Chairman, today we are consid-
ering H.R. 3670, the Water Resources
Conservation, Development, and Infra-
structure Improvement and Rehabilia-
tion Act of 1985. This legislation has
been anxiously awaited since 1970.

Legislation authorizing needed water
projects around the country has often
been labeled pork-barrel politics. Well,
I am pleased to call your attention to a
provision in this bill that is pure sizz-
lean!

The Cross-Florida Barge Canal was
authorized in 1942. Work began in
1968 until President Nixon halted con-
struction in 1971 because of serious en-
vironmental problems and dubious
economic benefits. One-third of the
canal was completed at a cost of $74
million.

The uncompleted portion of the
canal would cut directly irto the Flori-
dan Aquifer, which provides drinking
water to two-thirds of the populous of
Florida. In 1977 the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers recommended against
completion of the project, basing their
decision on the poor dollar-return of
the investment. Equally compelling is
the completion cost estimate—$500
million!

The uncompleted portion of the
canal lies entirely within the district
of Congressman Buopy MacKay.
Buppy has fought tirelessly to kill this
project since first coming to Congress.

H.R. 3670 turns the uncompleted
portion of the canal into a national
conservation area, forever preserving
the beautiful Oklawaha River for gen-
erations to come. I compliment Bos
RoE and ARLAN STANGELAND, ranking
members of the Public Works and
Transportation Subcommittee on
Water Resources, for their attention
to this controversial issue and I urge
my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
point out at this time that the Water
Resources Subcommittee went down
to Florida, personally went out on the
completed portion of the canal, and
looked at the destroyed part of the
Oklawaha River. They tirelessly lis-
tened to the testimony that was given
by members of the environmental
community and the business communi-
ty of the State of Florida. They recog-
nized the need to preserve the
Oklawaha River, and they {inally
agreed with the gentleman from Flori-
da [Mr. MacKay] and with me that it
was not to the best interests of the
county to complete this canal.

In doing so, they worked out a com-
promise which was brilliant and which
preserved the land that had been ac-
quired for this canal. In doing so, they
had some tremendous cooperation
from Congressman BENNETT, Congress-
man CHaAPPELL, and Congressman
PeEPPER, and, of course, Congressman
MacKay and I were able to work to-
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gether to work out this compromise. I
thank them for their efforts, for going
to Florida, for the hearings, and for all
the good work they did in bringing
about the provisions in that portion of
this bill that will deauthorize the
Cross-Florida Barge Canal.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. ERDREICH].

Mr. ERDREICH. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the bill.

I know that communities across
America have a keen interest in this
measure, and that also includes Jeffer-
son County, AL. Jefferson County and
the city of Birmingham which I repre-
sent have been plagued for decades by
flooding around what is called Village
Creek.

Mr. Chairman, as this committee bill
s0 ably recognizes, when it rains hard,
Village Creek becomes a raging river
that floods the residences and busi-
nesses located by the sides of it. This
flooding has become not only frequent
but deadly since the 1940’'s. I spoke to
a man in one part of my district, in the
Ensley neighborhood, who has seen
flood waters rise over the top of his
chain-link fence and neighborhood
dumpsters wash away. And in 1965 a
young man was drowned when the
creek became a river and rushed down
his neighborhood. By the end of the
1970’s the Army Corps of Engineers
estimated that flooding around Village
Creek resulted in annual property
damages of over $2.7 million.

Mr. Chairman, it is clear that our
cities alone cannot handle the problem
of severe flooding, even though the
city of Birmingham by itself has spent
$2.5 million beginning in 1930 and has
spent millions of dollars since then.
This bill addresses this important and
urgent need, and I wholeheartedly en-
dorse the measure and urge its adop-
tion.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER], a member of
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the opportuni-
ty to address the issues raised by con-
sideration of H.R. 6, the omnibus
Corps of Engineers water resource
project authorization bill.

This legislation contains many provi-
sions of direct interest to those of us
concerned with water resources devel-
opment matters in the western United
States. Indeed, many provisions in this
bill as it was introduced, amended or
revised statutes under the jurisdiction
of the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs. As chairman of the Sub-
committee on Water and Power Re-
sources, I was concerned by this effort
to revise these laws.

Accordingly, Chairman UbDALL re-
quested sequential referral of H.R. 6
because the bill, as reported by the
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Public Works Committee, contained a
number of provisions revising or
amending Interior Committee stat-
utes. The Speaker granted this request
and the Interior Committee consid-
ered HR. 6 on September 11, 1985.
The Interior Committee recommended
several significant changes in the bill
which I would like to discuss today.

One important change requires that
non-Federal interests contribute at
least 50 percent of the cost of feasibili-
ty studies for Bureau of Reclamation
projects. this is currently the Interior
Department’s policy, but on too many
occasions, the policy has been ignored.

We believe this is a significant
reform because it will insure greater
consistency between the planning pro-
grams of the corps and the Bureau. It
will also insure that non-Federal enti-
ties pay a fair share of the cost of fea-
sibility studies in a timely manner.

The Interior Committee also ap-
proved amendments which require fur-
ther congressional action for any
interstate compacts or agreements.
H.R. 6, as reported, would have given
the consent of the Congress for the
States of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota,
Missouri, and Wisconsin to enter into
agreements dealing with comprehen-
sive planning of the Upper Mississippi
River.

The Interior Committee amend-
ments would authorize these States to
enter into negotiations for an inter-
state water compact or agreement.
Any agreement or compact developed
by the States would become final only
after ratification by an act of Con-
gress.

The committee believes it is inappro-
priate for the Congress to give prior
consent to any interstate water com-
pact or agreement without full knowl-
edge of the contents of the agreement.
Agreements or compacts should be ap-
proved only after they have been sub-
mitted to the Congress as required by
the Constitution.

The most important amendments
approved by the Interior Committee
were those recommending deletion of
title XII from H.R. 6.

Title XII would make two important
changes in existing law. First, it would
establish a National Board on Water
Resources Policy to coordinate Feder-
al water resources policies and pro-
grams, and undertake planning stud-
ies. The Board would also establish, by
rule, principles, standards, and proce-
dures for the formulation and evalua-
tion of Federal water projects.

Second, the Board would make
grants to States to assist in water re-
sources planning. A total of $100 mil-
lion is authorized to be appropriated
for fiscal years 1986 through 1990 for
these planning assistance grants.

I appreciate the efforts of the Public
Works Committee to fashion a bill to
gain the strong support of those inter-
ested in reforming water resources
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policy. I understand why they includ-
ed the Board and the State grant pro-
gram in H.R. 6. However, I do not be-
lieve either of these proposals merit
enactment at this time.

I believe it is important to provide
some background on the issue of a
water policy Board. The Water Re-
sources Council [WRC] was estab-
lished in 1965 to serve as a focal point
for Federal activities on water re-
sources policy. For over 15 years, the
Council served as a forum through
which water resource issues could be
discussed, greater consistency devel-
oped, and liaison with the States could
take place.

However, in 1981, the administration
terminated funding for the Council, as
well as for the six river basin commis-
sions which also were established in
1965. At the same time, the principles
and standards for planning projects,
which had been implemented as rules
in 1979, were revised and reissued as
guidelines. Moreover, authorization
and appropriations for the State grant
program were not extended.

Thus, the administration and the
Congress have chosen not to fund
either the existing Water Resources
Council or the State grants. I have not
received any indication from the ad-
ministration that they have changed
their minds on funding this new Na-
tional Water Resources Policy Board
or $100 million in State grants.

Moreover, I doubt whether creating

another agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment will, in fact, lead to genuine
water resource policy reform. The
Water Resources Council was created

to provide leadership and improve-
ment in Federal water resources activi-
ties. However, the Council was ineffec-
tive in implementing reforms and pro-
viding leadership on such issues as
eliminating uneconomic  projects,
tightening project evaluation criteria,
reducing Federal expenditures on
water projects, and promoting less ex-
pensive and environmentally damag-
ing solutions to water problems. The
cosmetic changes in membership and
voting rules required by this legisla-
tion for a new Board will not result in
genuine reforms,

1 appreciate the effort to achieve
uniformity in Federal planning efforts
by requiring the Board to promulgate,
by rule, new planning principles,
standards, and procedures (hereafter
“Principles and Standards”). It is im-
portant to note that the principles and
standards were issued as rules in 1979.
However, they were reissued as guide-
lines in 1981. The important distine-
tion between ‘‘rules” and “guidelines”
is that rules are third party enforcea-
ble through court action. Thus, if the
principles and standards were issued
as rules, any deviation from the rules
by Federal planners could lead to
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court action and further delay in the
completion of projects.

It should also be noted that H.R. 6,
as reported, requires that the new
principles and standards include a new
“regional economic development” ob-
jective for each project. The effect of
this requirement will be to artificially
enhance the benefits of many other-
wise uneconomic projects. I strongly
believe that the principles and stand-
ards should provide a fair evaluation
of water projects and result in worthy
projects, not open the door to uneco-
nomic projects.

Finally, there is the matter of au-
thorizing $100 million for water re-
source planning grants to the States.
Funds for this purpose were first au-
thorized by the Interior Committee in
1965. Between 1965 and 1980, that au-
thorization never exceeded $5 million
per year. In 1981, both the administra-
tion and the Congress agreed to allow
the program to lapse. Since 1981, no
funds have been appropriated for the
State grants program.

Mr. Chairman, I do not see a compel-
ling need to authorize $100 million in
State grant funds. The original 1965
funds assisted the States to establish
their planning programs. The Federal
overnment continued this assistance
for over 15 years. The program

worked; it did the job. Given the need
to reduce Federal expenditures, and
the fact that no funds have been made
available for 5 years, I don't see any
justification for reestablishing a $100
million program.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the hard

work of the Public Works Committee
to fashion a fair bill. However, I hope
all Members will carefully consider
their vote on this bill. The staggering
costs of this bill—almost $13 billion—
are sobering. They are outweighed
only by the immense task facing this
country to provide a sound public
works infrastructure.
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Mr., HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to a valued member of
the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, the gentleman from
California [Mr. Boscol.

Mr. BOSCO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 3670. I would
particularly like to commend the
chairman of the Water Resources Sub-
committee, Mr. RoEg, for his tireless ef-
forts in fashioning this truly landmark
legislation.

As members of the Public Works and
Transportation Committee are well
aware, the citizens of Sonoma County
in California have faced a disastrous
wastewater storage crisis that contin-
ues to cloud the entire county’s eco-
nomic future. Over the last several
months, the county has experienced a
moratorium on all new sewer hookups
and thousands of residents who rely
on the Russian River for their water
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supply have faced potentially serious
health hazards.

H.R. 3670 will directly address this
situation by authorizing a wastewater
reclamation project.

Pursuant to this, Mr. Chairman, I
would like to engage the gentlewoman
from California in a short colloquy.

I yield to the gentlewoman from
California, who has been most diligent
in seeing that the concerns of the resi-
dents in southern Sonoma County are
adequately addressed in this legisla-
tion.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding, and I commend my
colleague’s efforts in helping remedy
the serious problem of wastewater dis-
posal in Sonoma County. It is my un-
derstanding that the modified lan-
guage included in the committee floor
amendment provides flexibility in
terms of what the Corps of Engineers
can construct rather than the original
committee-approved language. In
other words, the marsh or wetlands al-
ternatives will be included. Is that the
gentleman’s intent?

Mr. BOSCO. My friend is correct.
The committee floor amendment lan-
guage will allow the corps to proceed
with one or all of the possible reclama-
tion alternatives, which include con-
struction of the Tolay Lake project or
marsh or wetlands creation. This
added flexibility should allow the
corps to develop the most cost-effec-
tive and environmentally sound ap-
proach among the competing alterna-
tives.

Mrs. BOXER. The language of the
amendment describes the location of
the project as “in the vicinity of the
former site of Tolay Lake in Sonoma
County.” Is it the gentleman's intent
that this language describe any appr-
priate location within the county of
Sonoma?

Mr. BOSCO. The gentlewoman’s un-

derstanding is correct, and in fact it is
my intent to request modification of
the language in conference to clarify
the issue of location. The intent of the
language is to encompass all alterna-
tives described in the Environmental
Impact Report, wherever they may be
located in the county of Sonoma?
. Mrs. BOXER. Is it not also the gen-
tleman'’s intent that this project be de-
veloped in coordination with the local
governments in the area?

Mr. BOSCO. Absolutely. The lan-
guage specifically directs the corps to
undertake extensive consultation with
all affected local governments. This
will ensure that south county resi-
dents have ample opportunity for
input into project development.

Mrs. BOXER. Finally, I would like
to ask my colleague if it is his intent to
specifically preclude the construction
of the ocean outfall alternative?

Mr. BOSCO. The language would
specifically preclude construction of
the ocean outfall alternative. It is my
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belief that such a solution would be
environmentally unacceptable, and
could lead to litigation and delay.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I would
like to say to the gentleman that it
has been a pleasure working with him
on this project. It is a very difficult
one, and with us working together and
with the chairman, I think we can
come to a successful conclusion.

Mr. BOSCO. Mr. Chairman, as a strong
supporter of H.R. 3670, the Water Re-
sources Conservation, Development, and
Infrastructure Improvement and Rehabili-
tation Act of 1985, I would like to bring to
my colleagues’ attention an important
flood control project in this measure affect-
ing the citizens of Lake County, CA.

Over the last several years, recurring
flooding around Clear Lake has caused
severe damage to the surrounding commu-
nity. Several urban areas, as well as over
4,000 acres of agricultural lands, have been
continually threatened. Future develop-
ment along the entire Clear Lake rim has
also slowed due to understandable concern
over flooding conditions.

Recognizing that the lake level cannot be
controlled until the capacity of the Clear
Lake outlet channel is increased, Lake
County officials and concerned citizens
have been meeting regularly over the last
10 years to help develop an effective means
for increasing this capacity. In 1979, the
Corps of Engineers proposed a project for
improvement of the outlet channel and
construction of a 1.1-mile-long bypass
channel around the large rock obstruction
located in the channel. In 1984, this project
was approved by the Lake County Board of
Supervisors.

Since then, however, the bypass channel
alternative has engendered much contro-
versy. The proposed bypass would pass di-
rectly through the Anderson Ranch proper-
ty, which has been acquired by the State
park system. I strongly agreed with those
concerned about the proposed channel's ef-
fects on the sensitive environmental and
archeological resources of the park. In fact,
the new additions to the park should help
the local economy by enhancing the coun-
ty's tourism industry.

Fortunately, the entire Lake County
community has since united in support of
an alternative $25 million plan authorized
in H.R. 3670. In lieu of the controversial
bypass channel, H.R. 3670 would direct the
corps to accomplish its flood control objec-
tives by directly removing the rock forma-
tion at the outlet channel and widening
and deepening the channel as described in
the Corps District Engineer's Feasibility
Study.

While the locals recognize that this may
entail slightly higher non-Federal costs, it
should effectively alleviate the flooding
problem while protecting the environmen-
tally and archeologically sensitive State
park. It is clearly recognized as more re-
sponsive to local needs, and will ultimately
avoid local conflicts that could both esca-
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late costs and delay any flood control
action for years.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, the proposed
Cache Creek flood control project is just
one of many examples underscoring the
timely and responsive nature of H.R. 3670.
I urge my colleagues to support this truly
landmark legislation.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. MooRE], a
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Water Resources Conserva-
tion, Development, and Infrastructure
Improvement and Rehabilitation Act
of 1985. The people of this Nation
have waited too long a time for new
water projects from Congress to pro-
tect them from floods and to provide
them with jobs. My State of Louisiana
is a poignant reminder of the need for
water projects. Last week, Hurricane
Juan struck and much of southern
Louisiana was flooded. 50,000 people
were left homeless, most of our agri-
cultural erops were destroyed, and the
State is left with over 1 billion dollars’
worth of damage. New levees and
pumping stations could have prevent-
ed most of the damage and saved
many lives. Water projects are not pie
in the sky to us. They provide neces-
sary protection for our citizens and
commerce.

H.R. 6 provides needed protection
for residents of my district along the
Amite, Comite, Tangipahoa, Tche-
functe, Tickfaw, Bogue Chitto, and
Natalbany Rivers, and the Pearl River
Basin. These areas have experienced
200-year floods in the last 6 years,
causing hundreds of millions of dollars
of damage and countless misery for
the areas residents.

This bill also provides for the im-
provement of the Mississippi River
ship channel from the gulf to Baton
Rouge. This channel deepening will
provide benefits to our entire Nation
at benefit/cost ratio of 8:1 and ensure
that two of the Nation's greatest
ports, Baton Rouge and New Orleans,
as well as one of the Nation’s most im-
portant industrial areas, will continue
and improve their service to the Amer-
ican economy.

H.R. 6 also protects the environ-
ment. This bill includes provisions
that will insure that the Atchafalaya
Basin, this Nation’s largest hardwood
swamp, will be there for our sons and
our son’s sons. In a unique program,
the State of Louisiana and the Federal
Government are cooperating in the
purchasing of 50,000 acres of land to
preserve this natural wonder.

But I do not only support this bill
because it authorizes projects that will
help my State and our Nation, but it
achieves this while controlling costs.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

This bill deauthorizes over 300
projects at an estimated savings of $11
billion. Furthermore, this bill includes
cost-sharing provisions on port con-
struction and an ad valorem tax on
cargo that will save the Federal Treas-
ury billions of dollars.

Our citizens have waited a long time
for this bill and the time is now for
Congress to act. We cannot afford to
let this Nation's great water resources
to decay. This bill is more than a
simple authorization, it is an invest-
ment in our future.

I urge Members to support this bill
to insure flood protection for our
people and safe navigation for our
commerce.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. MyERs], the rank-
ing Republican on the Subcommittee
on Energy and Water Development of
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this legisla-
tion. I join many others here in com-
plimenting the twins from New Jersey,
Chairman Howarp and his colleague
who have worked so closely together
here, as well as the two ranking Re-
publican members here, the minority
members, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. SnypeEr] and the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. STANGE-
LAND].

It has been 15 years since we have
had a bill this size dealing with this
subject that came to the floor. It has
been 9 years since we have done any-
thing at all to amend these projects. It
has already been suggested that these
two members, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. Roe] and the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. Howarp]
who have worked diligently for the
last 3 years to bring a bill to the floor,
as well as the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. STaNceLAND] and the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. SNYDER].
They do have a very good bill here.
They tried to perform and were unsuc-
cessful, through no fault of their own.

Through the years from the Appro-
priations Committee I have learned to
work with this committee. They have
always been most easy to work for.

But it always concerns me that once
in a while, as has already been sug-
gested here, we refer to the programs
provided for in this legislation as
‘“pork barrel.” When I hear that I look
at the individual who uses the media
and think how sorry it is these people
have not examined what is really in
this legislation.

We take this water for granted. We
do not make any more water. We do
not manufacture water. It is always
there. We just turn the faucet on and
it is there; but this bill deals with
water, whether it be municipal and in-
dustrial water, such as we drink, and
we are drinking more and more water
every day and using more and more in
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our everyday life, as well as for indus-
trial use.

But also this committee deals with
the excess water that we are experi-
encing just a few miles from here in
Washington, the floods.

But a very important role is trans-
portation, also provided for in this leg-
islation, water transportation, inland
waterways, as well as the ports that
are so important to our commerce and
the balance of trade.

This possibly is one of the most im-
portant bills that will come before this
Congress this year. I know we hear
that so often, but the word infrastruec-
ture, whatever it means, it means that
we are investing in our own future. I
know of no other legislation that
meets the test that these programs
provide in this legislation that will
return more to the investors, the
American taxpayers, that we have to
answer to every day. No other bill has
to meet a test that brings back and re-
turns more to them than it costs.

This is a bill that every Member of
this Congress, every Member of this
body should support.

I again congratulate the members of
this committee for bringing this very
fine bill to the floor.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURPHY].

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. Howarp] and the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. RoE]
for their excellent efforts in crafting
this bill after so many months and
spending so much of their valuable
time and submitting it today to the
floor of the House for consideration. I
appreciate their efforts.

As we stand here this afternoon and
deliberate this very important meas-
ure, there is a serious flooding condi-
tion developing in the Monongahela
River Valley of southwestern Pennsyl-
vania. I received a call just about a
half hour ago that a community is al-
ready under 3 feet of water. They are
evacuating people from their homes in
rowboats and the condition will
become extremely serious for about 46
miles of riverfront from Brownsville to
Pittsburgh. Pittsburgh is already over
flood stage.

We only have two dams that are pre-
venting a national disaster in the Mon-
ongahela Valley today. One was built
in the 1960’s. The other was remod-
eled in the 1970's. This measure pro-
vides for the replacement of locks and
dams numbers 7T and 8 near the head-
waters of the Monongahela River
where the Cheat and Tygart form the
Monongahela River near the border of
West Virginia.
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These locks and dams were con-
structed in 1925 and are in a deterio-
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rated condition. Today I have a report
that the water has inundated these
two locks and dams and we can hardly
see anything except the one structure
above the one lock, that being the con-
trol house. The rest are under water.

We can only hope that in southwest-
ern Pennsylvania, when the waters
recede and the rain stops, that these
locks and dams will still be in place,
for they carry thousands and thou-
sands of tons of coal from the coal
fields of southwestern Pennsylvania
and West Virginia to the industrial
heartland of America. We will have a
national tragedy on our hands of un-
paralleled proportions in western
Pennsylvania if these locks and dams
collapse.

I want to commend the committee
for their foresight. I hope we expedi-
tiously pass this and the other body
does the same so that within a few
years we can have new dams and locks
and prevent this type of disaster.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
1 yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY].

Mr. BLILEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, tomorrow Congress
will debate and hopefully pass H.R. 6.
I want to voice my full support for the
bill and thank Chairman Howarp and
Chairman Rok for bringing this bill to
the floor.

H.R. 6 includes a flood control
project along the James River protect-
ing important parts of the city of
Richmond, which is in my district.

When I left Richmond this morning,
the weather reports said that the rains
would continue and the river would
possibly rise to 28 feet, which will
cause the third most devastating flood
in that great city’s history. This is just
one more sad chapter in a long story
of flood problems and the costs which
are attributed to those floods.

The floodwall will turn back those
floods, prohibit the costly damages
and allow for economic development
generating revenues for the city and
the Nation.

There are many other districts in
the same situation as mine. We need
HR. 6 and we need it now. Mr.
Howarp, Mr. Rog, Mr. SNYDER, and
Mr. STANGELAND have known this for
quite some time. I have always sup-
ported them and will continue to do
so. I ask all Members to join me in
support of H.R. 6.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
1 yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIpGE].

Mr. RIDGE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 3670. Mr. Chairman, the arrival
of H.R. 3670 on the House floor today
is a very welcome sign of progress on
efforts to address our deteriorating
water resources infrastructure. Every
Member in this body has a vital inter-
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est in H.R. 3670, which will enhance
the many benefits our Natiorn's water
resources bring to this country.

Like many Members in the well
today, I have a special interest in this
bill. As a Representative of the beauti-
ful Pennsylvania shoreline gracing
Lake Erie, I have seen over the years
the need for an erosion control project
to protect the coast of Presque Isle
State Park. To many of you, Presque
Isle is just another name on a shop-
ping list of urgent projects in need of
Federal funding. Indeed, many are not
aware that over 4 million people visit
Presque Isle Park each year, and that
is twice the number that the Grand
Canyon National Park attracts. To
these visitors, and to the residents of
northwestern Pennsylvania, Presque
Isle provides economic livelihood to
area businesses, and recreational
escape to vacationers.

A serious erosion problem at Presque
Isle was first identified over 20 years
ago when the Corps of Engineers stud-
ied the shoreline. To combat erosion, a
system of 58 breakwalls was recom-
mended for construction in a report
issued by the corps in 1981. Continued
delay of this construction is causing
serious damage to public as well as pri-
vate facilities along the shoreline,
threatening future development of
Presque Isle's surrounding areas. For
these reasons and many more, I
cannot stress enough the significance
of this project contained within H.R.
3670.

Mr. President, because Presque Isle
is so important to my district for so
many reasons, I have followed this om-
nibus legislation closely. I cannot con-
clude my remarks without expressing
my gratitude and deep admiration to
the members of the Public Works
Committee and their staff who have
worked so diligently to bring this bill
to the House floor today. My special
thanks must be extended to the distin-
guished chairman of the full Public
Works Committee, Mr. Howarp; the
chairman of the Water Resources Sub-
committee, Mr. RoE; as well as our re-
spected ranking members, Mr. SNYDER
and Mr. STANGELAND.

Certainly, any bill of this scope and
complexity could not possibly garner
the support of every Member in all its
details, Indeed, I maintain reserved ob-
jections to certain provisions of the
navigation tax title. However, there is
no question in my mind that any ob-
jections to specific provisions must not
endanger the final passage of this
much needed, and long-overdue au-
thorization measure. The authors of
H.R. 3670 crafted a fine piece of legis-
lation, and I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to endorse and
approve this important measure
before us today.

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. RIDGE. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EDGAR. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com-
mend the gentleman for his state-
ment. I had the opportunity, on
Sunday morning of this week, to look
at the erosion process along the penin-
sula within the boundary lines of Erie
and I believe that it is a very worthy
project. We are pleased that it is in
this bill and I commend the gentle-
man.

Mr. RIDGE. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s remarks and his support for this
particular legislation and, indeed, this
special project.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
state that the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. Howarp] has 5 minutes
remaining and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. STaNGELAND] has 10
minutes remaining.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BOULTER].

Mr. BOULTER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 6. When this House
passes H.R. 6 tomorrow, it will be an
important milestone for the city of
Wichita Falls, TX. That city has a
severe flooding problem. It floods
there nearly every year and there is
about $346 million worth of property
that is subject to flood damage.

Last June, Congressman ToMm DELAY,
and Congressman Tom LOEFFLER, and I
were holding hearings in the city of
Wichita Falls dealing with the prob-
lem, and almost as we were holding
the hearing, the body of a very young
boy was discovered who had lost his
life in a flood in June in Wichita Falls.

In 1982, almost $30 million worth of
property damage was caused by this
chronic flooding problem.

So we clearly have a project that is
very much needed. H.R. 6 authorizes
this flood control project and I want
the Members of this body and my col-
leagues to know that in July the city
of Wichita Falls acted on a promise to
do everything it could to provide its
share for cost sharing overwhelmingly,
by a margin of some 87 percent, and
passed a bond issue which would pro-
vide that city’s share of the costs.

On several occasions, Mr. Chairman,
I have discussed the Holiday Creek
project with the chairman and rank-
ing members of both the full commit-
tee and the subcommittee, and I just
want to thank the gentlemen from
New Jersey [Mr. Howarp and Mr.
Rokl, the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. SNyYDER], and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. STANGELAND] for their
strong support of this project.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 2 minutes to a valued member of
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our committee, the Delegate from the
Virgin Islands [Mr. pE Lucol.

Mr. pE LUGO. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman. I rise in support of
this legislation. The substitute bill,
H.R. 3670, is a bold and innovative at-
tempt to deal with the Nation's water
resources infrastructure. This attempt
has been long overdue, and I commend
the chairman of the Public Works
Committee, Mr. Howarp, and the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Water Resources, the hard-working
Mr. RoE, for their insight and leader-
ship.

Distant from supplies and markets,
with limited natural resources, and at
varying levels of development, the in-
sular areas of our country are far
more dependent upon ocean shipping
and impacted by its expense than are
other areas of the mainland United
States.

Because of the unique dependence of
the insular areas on ocean freight for
almost all consumer and business
foods, we sought an exemption from
the harbor-use tax created by the bill.
With the assistance of Chairman
UpaLL, we were able to secure such an
exemption in the Interior Committee
markup of this bill, and I thank the
chairman for his consistent consider-
ation and understanding of the needs
and problems of the insular areas.

The substitute bill, as it now stands,
provides that cargoes imported into
the insular areas from the mainland
would be exempted from the tax,
while exports from the insular areas
to the mainland would remain subject
to the excise tax.

This partial exemption, as developed
by the Ways and Means Committee,
recognizes the adverse impact that
such a tax on ocean cargo would have
on the ability of consumers in the in-
sular areas to purchase the bare neces-
sities of life, especially given the al-
ready high cost of living in the insular
areas, which far surpasses that on the
mainland.

I appreciate Chairman ROSTENKOW-
SK1's consideration and support in this
matter, and I urge support for the leg-
islation.
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Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Nebraska [Mrs. SMITH].

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to express my deep
gratitude to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. RoEl], our distinguished
chairman; and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. STANGELAND], our dis-
tinguished ranking minority member,
and all the members of the committee
and the staff for this legislation that I
know you have worked on for more
than 4 years.

It is going to be a great thing for our
whole country. I am so grateful that in
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Nebraska our section, sponsored by all
of our delegation, has been approved,
because now, for the first time, we are
going to have a change to stop that
iremendous flooding on the Platte
River that we have endured year after
year.

I know many times we have said that
every $1 invested in flood control
yields $7 back, and this program will
demonstrate sound economic judg-
ment on the part of Congress. This
will be a great thing for our Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
section 530 of title V of H.R. 6 and of
the bill itself. This bill and this section
present the best hope the people of
Nebraska have had in nearly 15 years
for addressing the increasingly fre-
quent and intensifying chronic flood
problems along the Platte River and
its tributaries.

This huge, complex bill may need
some fine tuning. This legislation for
the first time attempts to address the
extraordinarily difficult issue of cost-
sharing—an issue that I have grave
concerns about.

It always seems that upfront money
demands are made upon people who
can least afford to pay it. The bill’s
clear acceptance of in-kind contribu-
tions—studies, repairs, improvements,
property easements, operation, main-
tenance, and other forms of nonecash
work—as well as cash, helps meet some
of my concern about the cost-sharing
concept. Time will tell whether the
bill’s provisions are beneficial to State
and local interests and to the Nation
at large.

I intend to support the amendment
by my good friends and colleagues, the
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
CHENEY] and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MiLLER] that would strike
title XII, which would create a totally
useless National Water Policy Board
to replace the totally useless—and still
authorized—Water Resources Council.

As long as this country’s policy is to
leave water-development decisions to
State and local jurisdictions, there is
no real need for a national body that
does nothing but plan.

Arguments that much duplication of
time and money occurs for lack of
such a bunch of bureaucrats has been
made. But I submit that this Nation's
water problems are so many, so di-
verse, spread over such a huge geo-
graphical area, that no single Federal
agency can presume to decide wheth-
er, for example, Nebraska’s people are
in greater need than, say, the people
of Texas, or Oregon, or Alaska.

I say it is the responsibility of State
and local leaders to convey to their
elected Representatives in the Con-
gress their respective needs for water-
planning action.

And it is Congress’

job—not the
proper function of Federal bureau-

crats, no matter how expert—to
winnow these demands and needs and
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assign priorities among regions, to re-
solve conflicts, to set the terms and
conditions under which Federal dol-
lars shall be used in the continuing
productive partnership between Feder-
al and local resources.

I intend to oppose any amendment
that would revive the infamous plan of
last year put forth by the Office of
Management and Budget that would
have immediately more than doubled
the bills for electric power to dozens of
cities and towns in my district depend-
ent for all or part of their needs upon
hydroelectrically generated power
from Federal facilities.

This sharp additional cost would be
passed on immediately to the desper-
ately financially troubled farmers,
ranchers, businessmen, and all con-
sumers generally in rural Nebraska.

Testimony before my Appropriations
Subcommittee on Energy and Water
Development earlier this year revealed
that the cost to Nebraska's municipali-
ties alone would have jumped to more
than $6.7 million this fiscal year from
only about $3.7 million in the previous
12-month period.

It is my understanding that an
amendment will be offered aimed at
making these towns and their power
customers begin paying higher bills by
requiring a straight line amortization,
including interest at current rates.

This would break agriculture—pure
and simple. Even if the proposed cap
of an annual increase of 5 percent
were adopted, it would still be an un-
warranted burden on people who al-
ready are in deep trouble.

Last year, Congress rejected the idea
out of hand. I will ask my colleagues
to reject it again—as it should be, at
least until prosperity again smiles on
our agricultural sector.

As for port taxes and user fees gen-
erally, I have reservations. Any addi-
tional freight charge on agricultural
products seems to be passed mainly
back to farmers and ranchers—not for-
ward to consumers. Any such addition-
al change tends to make our farm
products less and less competitive in
foreign trade. Our farm exports are
plummeting—by 25 percent in value
since 1980. The agricultural trade sur-
plus has dropped to $12 billion cur-
rently from $19 billion a year earlier.

This is happening mostly through
no fault of our producers. Indeed, the
Federal Government's well-inten-
tioned but misguided policies have
smashed our agricultural sector with
soaring inflation, skyrocketing interest
rates, subpar commoditiy prices, an
overvalued U.S. dollar, sharper and
unfair foreign producers’ practices and
policies, destructive cargo-preference
laws—and now more users fees and
port taxes.

On behalf of the people of Nebras-
ka's Third Congressional District, I
thank the distinguished chairman and
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ranking minority member for accept-
ing my plan, set forth in section 530 of
title V, for Nebraska as part of this im-
portant public works bill.

This legislation is not perfect, but
we have run out of time both along
the Platte River and the Halls of Con-
gress. With $1 billion of property and
crop damages being reported in recent
years in Nebraska and other farm
States from floods, we can wait no
longer.

My plan would authorize a 5-year,
$25 million program of construction of
conventional and innovative flood con-
trol, bank stabilization, and wildlife
enhancing demonstration projects be-
ginning with the 46-mile reach of the
Platte River from Hershey eastward to
the Lincoln County line.

As the second ranking minority
member of the House Appropriations
Subcommittee on Energy and Water
Development, I have always looked to
State and local leadership in shaping
Federal water policies affecting Ne-
braska.

Therefore, our Nebraska section pro-
vides that demonstration projects
shall be carried out in coordination
and consultation with a watchdog
Platte River advisory group consisting
of representatives of the State of Ne-
braska and local political subdivisions,
affected Federal agencies such as the
Bureau of Reclamation, and such

other private water planning and pres-
ervationist organizations as the Secre-
tary of the Army may designate.

My plan was crafted in consultation

with the two other Nebraska Members
in the House, who are joining me in
sponsoring this legislation. Technical
guidance was provided by the Army
Corps of Engineers planning experts,
the House Office of Legislative Coun-
sel, and the Public Works Committee
staff.

Testimony about the problems was
presented to my appropriations sub-
committee by representatives of the
Twin Platte Natural Resources Dis-
trict and the Platte River Flood Con-
trol Association. My plan can be
changed and amended as the bill H.R.
6, moves through the full legislative
process, including consideration of a
Senate version, and, presumably, in a
House-Senate conference committee to
reconcile differences in the two ver-
sions.

Most importantly, money can be
spent for any demonstration projects
under my plan only with the approval
of my House Appropriations Subcom-
mittee on Energy and Water Develop-
ment.

The subcommittee holds hearings
annually here in Washington, usually
late in March or early April to allow
State and local leaders to express
themselves about individual projects.
Special hearings can be scheduled
sooner than that in cases of emergen-

Cy.
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I hope and trust that our State and
local water planning experts will avail
themselves of the many opportunities
to help us refine this new flood-fight-
ing plan.

Here are key provisions of my plan
as detailed by this amendment:

The Army Secretary is authorized
and directed to establish and conduct
for 5 years at multiple sites on the
Platte River and its tributaries in Ne-
braska a demonstration program con-
sisting of projects for flood control
and streambank erosion prevention.

Objectives are the protection of
property, environmental enhance-
ment, and social well-being.

Every new, old, experimental, or in-
novative device, structure, and tech-
nique is authorized to be employed in
trying to solve the difficult problems
encountered in trying to use and con-
serve the Platte River waters and sta-
bilize river banks. This includes dams,
concrete jettys, special erosion-fight-
ing fencelike arrangements, discarded
automobile tires—anything that will
work.

Use of construction funds for plan-
ning and research is authorized, in-
cluding employment of all the new in-
formation and techniques developed
under the Streambank Erosion Pro-
gram conducted under section 32 of
the Water Resources Development Act
of 1974. Even though this program ex-
pired on September 30, 1982, little
effort has been made to exploit its sig-
nificant research and development
work.

Environmental impact of each dem-
onstration project and each stream-
bank measure shall be evaluated with
the view of enhancing wildlife and
wildlife habitat as a major purpose co-
equal with other purposes and with
the view of minimizing environmental
losses.

Demonstration projects shall ad-
dress a variety of geographical and en-
vironmental conditions beginning with
the Lincoln County area, moving
thence to that reach from the bounda-
ry between Colfax and Dodge and in
eastern Nebraska to the confluence
with the Missouri River and that por-
tion of the Elkhorn River from the
boundary between Antelope and Madi-
son Counties to the confluence with
the Platte River.

As in many other Army corps
projects, construction and planning
shall be at full Federal expense, but
State and local entities must provide
lands, easements, and rights-of-way
necessary for construction, operation,
and maintenance of the demonstration
projects, and other cost-sharing as
provided in other sections of this bill.

The Army Secretary must report to
Congress each year of the demonstra-
tion program on work undertaken.

I urge my colleagues to approve this
section and the bill on final passage.
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Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Liv-
INGSTON].

Mr. LIVINGSTON. 1 thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, ever since I came to
Congress, I have been supporting and
working for a bill of this nature to
become passed so that it will help mil-
lions of Americans who need protec-
tion from unnecessary flooding around
the country. I actually served on this
subcommittee for 4 years, and I can
tell you that it has been a source of
constant frustration and irritation
every time we come close but we are
unable to pass this bill. One year, the
bill T think even was the very last
measure on the floor before the whole
session ended, and the clock ticked
out, and we were not able to pass it.

But, in fact, the bill is critical to
many people who are indeed suffering
from unnecessary flooding, because
this bill cannot get through the Con-
gress. Just last week, thousands of
Louisiana citizens were flooded from
their homes unnecessarily. I say un-
necessarily because legislation such as
this could have prevented those
floods.

Some people say this is pork barrel.
It is not pork barrel, it is pure survival
for many, many people.

It does not take much water, Mr.
Chairman, to totally disrupt the lives
of an American family as they get
flooded from their home. One inch
will cause them to pull up their rugs
and throw them out. Two or three
inches of water will rise into the base-
boards and into the sheetrock. They
have to pull the baseboards out, they
have to cut out the sheetrock, and
they have to pull out the insulation
and throw it away and totally redo
their houses. Four inches to a foot
gets the furniture and the appliances,
and the refrigerator goes out, and
they have to live out of an icebox or
an ice chest. And 2 to 3 or 4 feet of
water and, of course, the beds are
gone, their clothing is no good any
longer, and in all likelihood, they will
lose their automobile as well.

Mr. Chairman, flooding is a misery,
and it brings abject misery to Ameri-
can families and it can be stopped.
That is why it is within our power and
we should pass H.R. 6.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, 1 am pleased to rise in
support of H.R. 6, the Water Resources
Conservation, Development, and Infra-
structure Improvement and Rehabilitation
Act of 1985.

This bill is the result of 34 days of hear-
ings which were held over a 3-year period,
during which testimony was received from
486 witnesses. The subcommittee has heard
testimony from all interested parties in-
cluding Members of Congress, Federal and
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State officials, representatives of local or-
ganizations, environmental groups, and
concerned citizens. We have carefully ex-
amined the concerns and recommendations
of all parties. The result is a bill which pre-
sents innovative, yet equitable solutions to
the complex economie, political, and social
issues posed by the creation of a nationally
coordinated water resources policy.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 6, the Water Resources Conserva-
tion, Development and Infrastructure
Improvement and Rehabilitation Act
of 1985.

The bill is the result of extensive
hearings, and I am not going to go into
that in depth, but I just want to say
that I am very appreciative of the
many hours that the members of the
subcommittee and the full committee
have devoted to this legislation. I cer-
tainly want to express my gratitude
and appreciation to the chairman of
the subcommittee, the gentleman
from New Jersey, Mr. RoE, with whom
I have been privileged to work on this
legislation for his diligence, his fair-
ness, having heard cveryone who
wants to be heard on the matter.

I also want to commend the chair-
man of the full committee, the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. HowaRD],
for allowing the Public Works and
Transportation Committee to work in
an open forum, to hear all sides so
when we craft legislation, it is legisla-
tion that all can agree with.

I also want to acknowledge the lead-
ership and the assistance of the com-
mittee’s ranking Republican, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. SNYDER],
a man who in the 100th Congress is
going to be sorely missed. Certainly it
will be a tribute to his hard work on
that committee for many, many years
when we finally pass H.R. 6 and it be-
comes law.

You know, it has been said, and
there has been talk of pork. Let me
tell you that some people’s pork is
other people’s bread and butter.

Why does this bill come out of the
Public Works and Transportation
Committee unanimously? It is because
the Public Works and Transportation
Committee works in a bipartisan, non-
political fashion. And why do they

work that way? It is because this bill -

affects every Member in this House of
Representatives. Why does it affect
every Member? Because the benefit
accrues from this legislation on every
citizen of these United States, and
there is no pork. It is good, sound busi-
ness sense, good sound economic sense,
and good sound environmental sense
to pass H.R. 6.

I would hope that when final pas-
sage comes that this bill passes out of
here even more overwhelmingly than
it did twice last year.

Mr. Chairman, the enactment of a com-
prehensive water resources law is long
overdue. The last water resources develop-
ment bill to be signed into law was in 1976.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The last true construction authorization
law was enacted in 1970. The failure of this
Nation to enact such a law has not been
due to a lack of concern by this body.

Many of you remember that during the
95th Congress both the House and Senate
passed omnibus water project authoriza-
tion bills, but final agreement could not be
reached before the adjournment of that
Congress.

During the 96th Congress the House
again approved a water resources develop-
ment bill. The Senate, however, was not
able to complete its work before adjourn-
ment.

Despite the diligent effort of many Mem-
bers of this body—many days of hearings
that were held—the House and Senate were
unable to approve a water resources devel-
opment bill during the 97th Congress. The
effort during that Congress, however,
helped to produce the water resources de-
velopment bill which was approved on two
different occasions during the last Con-
gress and, I might add, by overwhelming
margins. This legislation, however, failed to
become law due to the opposition of the ad-
ministration and the inability to bring a
bill to the floor in the Senate despite wide-
spread support in that body.

Mr. Chairman, the time has come to act
decisively on the paramount issue of creat-
ing a nationally coordinated policy for
water resources use and development. Our
Nation’s infrastructure is in dire need of
repairs, rehabilitation, and improvement.
The importance of this infrastructure to
the economic well-being and quality of life
of all Americans makes it imperative that
we develop a water resources policy
through which Federal and State govern-
ments can work together to maintain our
existing infrastructure and provide for con-
tinual growth in this way, we can help to
meet the needs oi our Nation,

It is not ony an important bill from a na-
tional perspective but it is important re-
gionally and locally.

In my region, for example, the bill makes
significant strides toward economic devel-
opment in a way that is both fiscally re-
sponsible and environmentally sensitive.
The bill calls for construction of a second
lock at Sault Sainte Marie, MI, and expe-
dited study of a second lock parallel to the
existing Poe lock. Also as part of the com-
mittee amendments printed in yesterday’s
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, at my request we
will be adding authorization of rehabilita-
tion work for the Eisenhower and Snell
locks on the St. Lawrence Seaway. Repair
of these locks is needed to ensure that the
system continues to function efficiently.
The recent breakdown of the Welland
Canal, under the jurisdiction of Canada,
demonstrates the essential nature of these
improvements to movement of cargo in the
Great Lakes region.

I am also happy to be able to report that
our bill ensures that traffic on the St. Law-
rence Seaway will not be subject to double
taxation. Our bill authorizes a credit for
seaway tolls paid by vessels against the new
ad valorem port user charge which is au-
thorized in title XV of the bill.
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Also contained in the bill are provisions
to implement the Upper Mississippi River
Basin plan developed in cooperation with
the affected States and the Federal Govern-
ment. The upper Mississippi region is a
uniqgue and environmentally sensitive
region which is heavily dependent on
inland waterway transportation. The Upper
Mississippi River Basin plan strives to
achieve a balance between the needs of
navigation, recreation and protection of
fish and wildlife resources.

I would also like to take a moment to
take note of a number of projects located
in my district which are badly needed. One
of these provides for cleanup of Sauk Lake
at Sauk Centre in Stearns County, MN. The
project would provide badly needed fund-
ing to determine the cause of pollution in
the lake and to d 1strate es
which will effectively restore the lake to its
original condition.

The bill also contains authorization for a
flood control project in the northwestern
corner of my State. The project would pro-
vide flood control benefits in my district
and in Canada as well. This is a project
that we and the Canadians have been
trying to get underway for sometime. It has
been fully studied and found to be justified.
All that is needed is the green light which
this bill provides.

Also contained in the bill is a provision
that will allow the corps to take necessary
measures to correct erosion problems along
the banks of the Red Lake River, approxi-
mately 1% miles west of Gentilly, MN, ade-
quate to protect a nearby highway and
bridge.

Although these projects may seem small
in comparison to some of the port improve-
ment projects and other large water re-
sources developments initiatives, they are
nonetheless vitally important to my con-
stituents and I am pleased that they are in-
cluded in the bill before us today.

Our water resources infrastructure is a
crucial part of our Nation’s transportation
system. Despite its great importance to our
economic well-being, we have allowed this
system to fall into a state of disrepair. On
the inland waterways, many canals, locks
and dams are past the end of their design
lives. Of the 194 locks in the inland water-
way system, the average age is 40 years,
and some locks are approaching 80 years of
service. A graphic example of the urgency
of this situation is the breakdown of lock
and dam 26 on the Mississippi River which
blocked inland waterway transportation in
the late 1970’s and the more recent collapse
of a lock on the Welland Canal on the St.
Lawrence Seaway.

Our Nation's ports must be dredged and
improved so that they can accommodate
ships handling over 100,000 tons of cargo
and thus allow our exporters of energy re-
sources and agricultural products to take
advantage of the economics of scale offered
by the use of large vessels. These supercol-
liers require port depths of 55 feet or more.
The average depth of U.S. ports is generally
only 45 feet. By contrast, major trading na-
tions such as Japan, South Africa, Austra-
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lia, and the Netherlands now have ports
which can accommodate fully laden super-
colliers.

While our water resources can be put to
good use in providing efficient transporta-
tion networks, they can also pose major
threats to life and property when unleashed
by the forces of nature. Floods continue to
ravage many ports of the Nation, as evi-
denced by the recent tropical storms Gloria
and Juan. While we will never be able to
harness Mother Nature, we have within our
capacity the technology to implement cost-
effective and environmentally sensitive
flood control measures that could save
hundreds of lives and prevent billions of
dollars in property damage.

We are also beginning to realize just how
finite our most precious natural resource,
water, really is. In the West, people have
lived with the secarcity of water for hun-
dreds of years. Gradually, even in the East
and Southeast, where water has been
viewed as being limitless, we are experienc-
ing drastic shortages that have forced com-
munities into rationing. Our engineering
capabilities need to be marshaled into a
new program to insure that all of our citi-
zens, in big cities and small, have adequate,
safe, clean supplies of this life sustaining
resource.

The bill before us today charts a bold yet
deliberate program for ensuring efficient
and effective development of our water re-
sources. It is designed to upgrade our navi-
gation system, both inland and coastal; to
promote conservation and enhancement of
environmental resources; and to afford
protection from erosion and damaging
flood waters. It represents not only a re-

sponse to needs that have been building for
a decade and a half but a long range in-

vestment in capital improvement infra-
structure which will serve the Nation for
generations to come,

The bill contains 16 titles which address
various aspects of water resources use, de-
velopment and policy.

Title I authorizes six deep draft ports to
handle oceangoing traffic from the east,
west and gulf coasts. These are the Nation's
largest centers of international commerce
which are in need of significant improve-
ment in order to stay competitive with for-
eign ports. Title I also authorizes improve-
ments at 29 general cargo ports. These
projects are located not only along our
three seacoasts but also in Hawaii and our
insular possessions and along our fourth
seacoast, the Great Lakes.

To help finance the costs of these im-
provements, title I provides for bold new
cost-sharing requirements under which
local sponsors would pay between 10 and
55 percent of the cost of project implemen-
tation.

In order to help these localities finance
their share of project costs, the bill would
authorize local sponsors to implement fair
and reasonable user fees intended to shift
the financial burden of port development to
those that directly benefit from the project.
In addition, title I would authorize a pro-
gram of loan guarantees to assist the ports
in finding the capital to help pay for
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needed improvements. While I realize that
cost-sharing requirements are generally
disliked by those upon whom the new
burden falls, I note that the provisions in
our bill are generally not opposed by the
ports that will be called upon to help pay. I
believe this is not only because of the fair-
ness of our plan, but also because of a
growing realization in all segments of our
maritime system that the current Federal
budgetary realities will no longer permit a
system of almost total Federal subsidy for
harbor improvement projects. I am also
convinced that the cost-sharing provisions
of our bill, coupled with our programmatic
refinements, will greatly enhance the entire
project selection and development process,
leading ultimately to greater economic effi-
ciency and a revitalization of our port
system.

Title 1I of the bill authorizes seven major
inland waterway projects. Over the years
we have developed a 25,000-mile network of
inland waterways used primarily to trans-
port bulk cargo by barge. It is one of the
most efficient transportation systems this
country is blessed with, and the seven
projects authorized in our bill will help to
ensure that the system remains efficient
and viable.

The bill would require that one-third of
the cost of construction for these projects
come from the Inland Waterways Trust
Fund. The fund was created in 1978 and
consists of revenues derived from a tax on
fuel used by inland waterway barge opera-
tors. Operation and mainfenance of inland
navigation projects would continue to be a
Federal responsibility.

Title III authorizes construction of a
number of new flood control projects and
revises the cost-sharing requirements for
such projects. In the past, non-Federal re-
sponsibility for local flood protection
projects has been to provide lands, ease-
ments, rights-of-way, and relocations
needed for project purposes. These costs
vary from project to project. H.R. 6 would
establish more uniform requirements.
Local interests would provide 5 percent of
project costs in cash during construction
plus any real estate required for the
project, subject to a limitation that in no
event can the total non-Federal share be
less than 25 percent nor more than 30 per-
cent. For nonstructural projects, the non-
Federal share would be fixed at 25 percent.

Title IV authorizes over 20 shoreline pro-
tection projects to prevent erosion prob-
lems, enhance recreation and provide op-
portunities for conservation of fish and
wildlife.

Title V authorizes a variety of water con-
servation and development projects that do
not fall neatly into any particular category.
Included within this title are a number of
fish and wildlife mitigation projects which
will result in permanent protection of valu-
able fish and wildlife habitat.

Title VI authorizes the corps to under-
take a number of studies, allowing the
corps to apply its engineering expertise to
finding solutions to water resources prob-
lems.
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Title VII authorizes numerous modifica-
tions to existing Corps of Engineers
projects to reflect changed circumstances.

Title VIII establishes a new program of
Federal assistance, in the form of loans to
local interests, for the rehabilitation, ex-
pansion and improvement of water supply
facilities. This title represents an important
new mission for the Army corps, allowing
them to apply their expertise in the water
resources development arena in order to
provide adequate drinking water for our
citizens. A total of $800 million per year
would be made available to the corps for 80
percent loans to be repaid over 50 years.

Title IX establishes new official names
for a number of corps water resources
project on project features.

Title X would deauthorize over 300 corps
projects which have been reviewed and
found to be no longer necessary. This rep-
resents approximately 30 percent of the
current inventory of corps projects and a
savings of approximately $18 billion in cur-
rent dollars,

Title XI contains a number of general
provisions relating to the full range of
corps programs and procedures. Included
are requirements for improving the corps
planning process, creation of a $35 million
per year environmental protection and
mitigation fund, implementation of recom-
mendations contained in the upper Missis-
sippi master plan, and an expanded pro-
gram of inventory and repair of publicly
owned dams. Title Il also contains a provi-
sion calling for establishment of a Great
Lakes commodities board to develop strate-
gies to improve tho commercial capacity of
the Great Lakes region.

One of the cornerstones of the bill is the
creation of a new water resources policy
board in title XII to coordinate water
project activities of the Federal agencies,
including the development of principles
and standards to be used in Federal water
project evaluation, planning and construc-
tion. The title also authorizes a program of
50 percent matching grants to the States
for water planning and conservation activi-
ties to be funded at a level of $20 million
per year through fiscal year 1990.

Titles XIII and XIV provide new author-
ity and direction to the Corps of Enginezrs
with respect to certain bridges over naviga-
ble waters and with respect to certain fish
and wildlife mitigation reports.

The last title in the bill, title XV, con-
tains the tax-related provisions in the bill
and was developed by the Ways and Means
Committee. The title includes provisions
for a new special tax on port use which was
included by the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation as part of our
markup of H.R. 6. The new tax is intended
to recover a portion of the Federal cost of
operating and maintaining our Nation’s
port system. The tax is to be levied on
cargo 1 ded at ports which
have been constructed, operated or main-
tained with Federal assistance. The new tax
is to be collected from the shipper rather
than carrier of the cargo and will be
charged on an ad valorem basis at a rate of

ded or unl
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4 cents per $100 worth of cargo. Money col-
lected is to to be deposited in the Port In-
frastructure Development and Improve-
ment Trust Fund which is also provided for
in title XV. The trust fund is to consist of
the tax on port use and general revenue.
Up to $1 billion per year would be author-
ized to pay for Federal construction, oper-
ations and maintenance costs of our ports
and harbors. Title XV also contains provi-
sions to extend the existing inland water-
ways fuel tax to the newly opened Tennes-
see-Tombighee Waterway.

Mr. Chairman, this is a comprehensive
and well developed bill. It embodies not
only years of effort by the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation, but also
suggestions and improvements made by the
Committees on Ways and Means, Interior
and Insular Affairs, and Merchant Marine
and Fisheries. Furthermore, it is not just a
water project bill. It provides for new direc-
tions in the way water resource develop-
ment programs of the Federal Government
are planned, how they are to be undertak-
en, and most importantly, how they are to
be financed.

I am convinced that passage of this bill
will not just be an idle gesture, as it unfor-
tunately was last year. The administration
has sent clear signals that they want to get
moving with an expanded program for Fed-
eral water resources development, Further-
more, they have indicated the cost sharing
requirements that they consider to be ac-
ceptable for such a program. Those require-
ments are embodied in a bill which has
been reported out by the committee of prin-
cipal jurisdiction in the Senate and hope-
fully will be sent to the floor in the other
body in the next few weeks. While our bill
is still some distance from the Senate bill
we are close in some of the most important
aspects of the two bills. I am absolutely
convinced that if the Senate can act quick-
ly, we can resolve what differences remain
in conference.

Mr. Chairman, let me again commend all
who have helped to develop this bill. This
includes not only the leadership and mem-
bers of our committee, but the other com-
mittees which have helped to develop this
bill and all of the Members who have come
to us with their suggestions.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. It is a
bill that can revitalize our water resources
infrastructure and improve our commercial
capabilities. It will provide jobs and protect
environmental values. 1 urge all of my col-
leagues in joining me in supporting this
long awaited, carefully crafted and much
needed legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I yield my remaining
time to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. GUNDERSON].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON] is
recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman,
let me begin by saying that there has
been a litany of thanks and praise to
the chairman and the ranking member
of this committee and their staff. That
is justified. Anyone who looks at the
work that they have put into this bill

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

over the last few years would under-
stand that that praise is deserved.

But I would like to get up and call
attention of my colleagues to the fact
that this is a very special bill in par-
ticular for the people of the upper
Mississippi River basin. When this leg-
islation becomes law, we will make the
commitment that the upper Mississip-
pi River is not only a multiuse concept
in terms of recreation, in terms of
transportation and its environmental
resources, but we are going to carry
through on that pledge, and we are
going to make sure that we do not
only use the Federal Government's re-
sources to improve navigation, which
is certainly an important element, but
likewise, we also make a similar com-
mitment to improve the environmen-
tal habitat resource area, the recre-
ational areas of that river as well.

In essence, what this bill, H.R. 6, in-
cludes for the Mississippi River is an
implementation of the master plan.
The master plan is that comprehen-
sive study for the multiple, balanced
development of the Mississippi River
in the future. Over the next 10 years,
it sets out a long, detailed, but very
justified, balanced process in terms of
providing the necessary tools to the
Federal Government, to the States, to
the associations, to do what is neces-
sary to build on this river, improve the
river and bring to the people of the
upper Mississippi River basin, which is
Minnesota, Iowa, Illinois, and Missou-
ri, the type of balance, the type of
river we have today and we want to
preserve for the future.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman,
is there any time remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. STANGELAND] has
30 seconds remaining.

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr., Chairman,
let me in conclusion just say that it
has been alluded to by my distin-
guished chairman, but I want to ac-
knowledge the extensive work and the
long hours and effort of staff on this
piece of legislation, weekends, Sun-
days, 18 and 20 hours a day, and just
acknowledge that the staff on both
sides, the Democrat and Republican
staff, have done a monumental job in
assisting us in bringing this to the
floor.

I wanted to acknowledge their ef-
forts, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 2 minutes to a member of our
committee, the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. RAHALL].

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 6 and want
to take this opportunity to commend
the full committee chairman of the
Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. Howarpl; the Sub-
committee on Water Resources chair-
man, the gentleman from New Jersey
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[Mr. RoE] for his diligent and persist-
ent efforts in regard to this legislation;
and the ranking minority members,
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
Snyper] and the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. STANGELAND] for their val-
uable support in bringing this legisla-
tion to the floor today.

There is general acknowledgment of
the need to update our Nation's water
policy and to provide a comprehensive
plan for the development of our water
resources. We are doing that in this
bill today which will enable our coun-
try to begin utilizing the water re-
sources that we have effectively and
efficiently.

H.R. 6 contains many, many valua-
ble projects for people across this
land. One particular area I want to
pay attention to is the inland water-
way project such as the Gallipolis
locks and dams on the Ohio River, an
outdated lock and dam project that is
in critical need of improvement, and in
order to move this Nation's most valu-
able energy resource: coal.

Also contained in this legislation is
rehabilitation and replacement of
Winfield Locks and Dam on the Kana-
wha River in West Virginia, the Mo-
nongahela River in Pennsylvania and
West Virginia which have locks and
dams 7 and 8 located there.

Also included in this legislation is
dredging of many of our Nation’s
ocean ports which have long been in
need of deeper channels. This legisla-
tion authorizes the construction of six
deep draft projects, including one in
Norfolk Harbor which is extremely im-
portant to the efficient and economi-
cal transportation of U.S. coal.

I am confident that these port-relat-
ed provisions will enable the United
States to become more competitive in
the world market with respect to com-
modities such as coal.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to these
port-dredging projects and our inland
waterway improvement projects, there
is also in this bill authorization for
construction of a flood control project
down in Logan County, WV, which is
experiencing flooding right today.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAHALL. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of this measure.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I con-
clude my comments by again com-
mending those who have been so per-
sistent in bringing this legislation to
the floor, and today as we experience
flooding in parts of the Eastern
United States, including in West Vir-
ginia, there cannot be a more appro-
priate time for Congress to show that
we are indeed sensitive to these needs,
and we are indeed responding.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the
Committee on Public Works and
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Transportation, I am pleased to be as-
sociated with the legislation we are
considering today, H.R. 6, as reported,
the Water Resources Conservation,
Development and Infrastructure Im-
provement and Rehabilitation Act of
1985, which seeks to authorize critical
projects dealing with port develop-
ment, inland waterway lock and dam
rehabilitation, flood control projects
and municipal water supply systems.

No major authorization bill for new
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers con-
struction has been enacted since 1970,
with legislation passed in 1974 and
1976 primarily authorizing advanced
engineering and design of projects
rather than new construction. The
House last year twice passed a Public
Works omnibus water projects bill but
administration opposition and contin-
ued disagreement by the other body
over cost sharing criteria prevented
enactment of the legislation.

There is general acknowledgment of
the need to update our Nation's water
policy and to provide a comprehensive
plan for the development of our water
resources—H.R. 6 provides a plan
which will enable the country to begin
utilizing its water resources effectively
and efficiently.

A crisis is developing with respect to
this Nation's inland navigation infra-
structure, particularly its lock and
dam facilities. While most are in good
condition, an increasing number are
obsolete by modern standards or in an
advanced state of deterioration. Many
critical locks and dams, constructed
over 50 years ago, are no longer ade-
larger barge

quate to accommodate
tows and increased traffic. This has
presented hazardous situations, time
delay and increased costs. Our Nation

requires a long-term modernization
program that facilitates authorization
and funding of critically deficient
projects.

H.R. 6 contains only those inland
waterway projects in vital need of re-
placement or rehabilitation, including
the Winfield Locks and Dam on the
Kanawha River in West Virginia. As
the sponsor of this project in the com-
mittee, I am pleased that its improve-
ment will provide for more efficient
movement of steam and metallurgical
coal from southern West Virginia to
markets throughout the Nation.

Another project is the rehabilitation
and construction of new locks at Gal-
lipolis, on the Ohio River about 30
miles upstream from Huntington, WV.
This is the premier locks and dam
project in need of improvement. Also
provided for by the bill are projects at
locks and dams Nos. T and 8 on the
Monongahela River in Pennsylvania
and West Virginia,

H.R. 6 also seeks to improve many of
our ocean ports which have long been
in need of deeper channels. Title I au-
thorizes the construction of six deep
draft navigation projects, including
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one at Norfolk Harbor which is ex-
tremely important to the efficient and
economical exportation of U.S. coal.
Cost-sharing would be required for 50
percent of the incremental construc-
tion and operation and maintenance
costs associated with channel depths
greater than 45 feet. The bill allows
non-Federal interests to collect port or
harbor dues from vessels, but only
with respect to vessels which receive a
direct benefit from the new construc-
tion.

I am confident that these port-relat-
ed provisions will enable the United
States to become more competitive in
the world market with respect to com-
modities such as coal.

Title III of the bill authorizes the
construction of flood control projects
including one which I sponsored in
subcommittee located along the Island
Creek basin in Logan County, WV.
Flooding in the Island Creek basin
area has resulted in significant finan-
cial and personal loss over many years.
Average annual damages in the basin
are estimated to be $11.8 million. The
area has experienced significant flood-
ing as recently as May 1984, when ap-
proximately $4 million in damages oc-
curred. The people of Logan County
are deserving of the relief from per-
sistent, destructive flooding which this
project will provide.

Also included in H.R. 6 is approval
for a low-interest Federal loan for a
water supply improvement project in
Huntington, WV. The bill, under title
VIII, creates a program to combat the
deterioration of the Nation's water
supply infrastructure. In order to fa-
cilitate improvement, public and pri-
vate water supply systems must have
access to reasonable interest rates for
the long-term capital needed for reha-
bilitation, expansion and improvement
of water supply systems.

Title VIII establishes authority in
the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, to
make low-interest loans for water
supply rehabilitation and conserva-
tion. Public and private water supply
systems may apply for these loans if
they meet certain requirements. How-
ever, a number of specific water
supply projects which the committee
has reviewed are listed in the legisla-
tion and they would automatically re-
ceive loan approval. One of these is a
project for intake, pumping and distri-
bution facilities for Huntington, WV.
The estimated cost of the project is
$2.4 million.

Water service for Huntington is pro-
vided by the investor-owned Hunting-
ton Water Corp. which has served the
city since 1887. The company is seek-
ing to improve its raw intake and
pumping facilities at its 24th Street
treatment plant. The existing raw
water intake facility consists of an
intake structure on the bank of the
Ohio River and a low service pump
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building located near a flood wall.
This intake structure skims water
from the surface of the river with the
result that great quantities of debris
and industrial waste enter the treat-
ment facility. Constructed in the early
1900’s, deterioration is causing ineffi-
ciencies in the system. The improve-
ment project would replace the exist-
ing raw intake and low service pump
station with a single intake structure
designed to draw water from a mini-
mum depth of 15 feet below the river
surface.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to reiter-
ate my strong support for H.R. 6 and
to encourage my colleagues to lend
their support to this much needed
water projects legislation.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I un-
derstand I have 1 minute remaining,
and I yield myself that time just to
once again thank those who partici-
pated in the development of this bill
to the greatest degree, certainly the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
Rogl, the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. SNYDER], and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. STaNGeLAND] and the
other members of our committee on
both sides of the aisle and staff.

Also, I wish to thank the other com-
mittees that have a portion of this bill,
the Committee on Ways and Means,
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. It has been a
long time coming, so it is very, very
important to our Nation.

I look forward to a cooperative
effort by all on tomorrow so that
before the Sun goes down tomorrow,
we will have this bill passed through
the House of Representatives.

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ex-
press my strong and enthusiastic support
of H.R. 6, the Water Resources Conserva-
tion, Development, and Infrastructure Im-
provement and Rehabilitation Act of 1985.

This bill, which is similar to a proposal
passed overwhelmingly by the House twice
last year, is the product of nearly 5 years
of labor by the House Public Works and
Transportation Committee. In particular, I
would like to acknowledge the outstanding
leadership of Chairman JAMES HOWARD,
Chairman ROBERT ROE, Congressman
GENE SNYDER, and Congressman ARLAN
STANGELAND who, along with Congressman
GLENN ANDERSON, are the authors of this
excellent piece of legislation.

I compliment these distinguished gentle-
men for their tireless efforts to develop a
rational and comprehensive water policy
for this Nation.

It has been 11 years since the Congress
last enacted a water resources authoriza-
tion bill and nearly 50 years since the last
major revision of our Federal water policy
laws.

During that time, we have witnessed the
serious decline of our port system and the
tragic suffering by individuals in hundreds
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of communities who have been subjected to
the ravages of persistent flooding.

Several of these communities are located
in my congressional district and 1 am ex-
tremely pleased that this omnibus water re-
sources development bill includes language
to eliminate the flooding problems caused
by the Upper White Oak Bayou.

Mr. Chairman, the people who live along
the Upper White Oak Bayou in central and
northwest Houston have made every effort
at the local level to protect their homes and
businesses from flooding. I believe the Fed-
eral Government must now assist these
courageous Americans by providing this
badly needed flood protection.

The flood control project authorized by
H.R. 6 has been carefully studies by both
the Army Corps of Engineers and the
House Public Works and Transportation
Committee.

The Upper White Oak Bayou flood con-
trol plan has been enthusiastically support-
ed by all interested parties and has been
given high nationwide priority by the Army
Corps of Engineers. Upon completion, this
project will provide $1.50 worth of flood
protection for every $1 of Federal cost.

While I cannot speak for the dozens of
other flood control projects contained in
H.R. 6, the Federal investment called for in
the Upper White Oak Bayou project is
clearly justified. In evaluating this or any
other project, one must weigh the benefits
derived to our Nation from vital communi-
ties with thriving industry versus those
which have suffered regional decay caused
by persistent flooding which generates un-
employment, saps our tax base, and im-
pedes economic growth.

In fact, the Federal Government will end
up saving millions of dollars by providing
this flood protection rather than continue
the endless cycle of rebuilding communities
with Federal flood insurance money. In
this way, we will not only provide these
communities with long overdue flood relief
but will simultaneously save precious Fed-
eral resources.

At the same time, it’s important to note
that this project will create new jobs. Ac-
cording to the Army Corps of Engineers,
the implementation of this flood plan will
provide jobs to more than 2,000 Houston-
ians.

Mr. Chairman, the Upper White Oak
Bayou project is sound. It is an investment
in our Nation's future. It will save taxpayer
money. It will create jobs. And, it will pro-
vide flood relief to thousands of citizens
who must now suffer from the personal
and economic hardships of persistent flood-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the Upper
White Oak Bayou project, I am extremely
grateful that the Public Works and Trans-
portation Committee has included the pro-
visions of my bill to improve the operation
and efficiency of the Houston Ship Chan-
nel.

Since coming to Congress in 1981, I've
had the honor of representing this vital wa-
terway which has grown to become one of
our Nation's largest ports.
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The Houston Ship Channel, which is a
40-foot-depth waterway, was officially
opened to oceangoing vessels by President
Woodrow Wilson on November 10, 1914.

Since that time, this waterway has acted
as a magnet to dozens of companies who
have invested more than $15 billion in
plants along both sides of the ship channel,
which has become known as the “Fabulous
Fifty Miles.”

Today, the Houston Ship Channel is
home for one of the largest petrochemical
complexes in the entire world.

It has been estimated that $1 of every $3
in the Houston economy can be attributed
to the ship channel. Directly and indirectly,
the Port of Houston provides jobs and live-
lihoods for thousands of Houstonians,

In the State of Texas, the port provides
positive economic benefits to some 160,000
of our citizens and over $3 billion in tax
revenues.

The purpose of the three provisions in
H.R. 6 is to require that the Army Corps of
Engineers maintains a 40-foot water level
at the Barbours Cut Terminal, at the Bay-
port Ship Channel, and at the Greens
Bayou tributary.

With the level of cargo increasing signifi-
cantly over the years, the Port of Houston
Authority has spent a considerable amount
of money to dredge these tributaries in
order to achieve a universal 40-foot water
depth in the Houston Ship Channel.

Prior to this dredging, the water level of
these three tributaries ranged from 12 to 36
feet,

Mr. Chairman, what the Port of Houston
Authority is seeking is not any type of Fed-
eral reimbursement for its construction
and dredging costs but simply that the
Corps of Engineers maintain a 40-foot
water depth at these three tributaries.

This maintenance responsibility is one
that the corps has assumed throughout its
history and it is fully consistent with its
congressional mandate.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased that these
three provisions are included within this
legislation and that the Corps of Engineers
will in the future keep these valuable tribu-
taries free of silt and debris.

The final section of my bill incorporated
within H.R. 6 would allow the port author-
ity to receive Federal reimbursement for
the raising of a railroad bridge which the
Coast Guard ruled was an obstruction to
navigation over the Greens Bayou area.

While actual modifications have been
completed, the port authority has made a
strong and legitimate case for partial reim-
bursement for these repairs which became
necessary because of severe land subsid-
ence.

In the Houston metropolitan area, land
subsidence has become a very serious prob-
lem and I do not believe the port authority
should be penalized for this natural and
uncontrolled occurrence due to Congress’
inability to act in a timely fashion.

It is important to note that, with the pas-
sage of this provision, the port authority
will simply be given the authorization or
opportunity to seek partial redress for the
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costs of their repairs and not actually re-
ceive reimbursement.

Mr. Chairman, in summary, 1 am ex-
tremely thankful to the support of my col-
leagues on the House Public Works and
Transportation Committee, and I am con-
vinced that, once enacted, H.R. 6 will go a
long way toward solving many of the water
problems facing this Nation.

I urge my colleagues to overwhelmingly
approve this important legislation and I
again compliment the authors of this bill
for their tremendous contribution to the
good of our society.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
very strong support of this legislation
before us today, H.R. 3670, Water Re-
sources Conservation, Development, and
Infrastructure Improvement and Rehabili-
tation Act.

Let me first commend the chairman of
the Water Resources Subcommittee of
Public Works and Transportation, my good
friend, BOB ROE, as well as the ranking mi-
nority member, ARLAN STANGELAND, for
their leadership in bringing this legislation
forward. America has waited decades for
this legislation that will significantly shape
the water policy of this Nation for years to
come.

Not only does H.R. 3670 rightfully au-
thorize a number of water resource
projects and studies for potential water
projects, it also provides for assistance to
communities for construction, repair, and
rehabilitation of water supply systems.
Many of our small communities, such as
Girard, Struthers, and Hubbard, in my con-
gressional district of Ohio, are in desperate
need of and repair for water and sewer sys-
tems. For the benefit of all citizens, I urge
my colleagues to favorably approve H.R.
3670.

Mrs. LONG. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 3670, the Water Resources
Conservation, Development, and Infra-
structure Improvement and Rehabilitation
Act of 1985. This bill authorizes funding for
more than 300 Federal water projects, in-
cluding port development, inland water-
ways, flood control projects, beach erosion,
municipal water supply systems, and other
water resources systems.

Funding for new projects slowed tremen-
dously during the 1970’s. Nine years have
passed since this Congress last approved an
omnibus water projects authorization bill.
The neglect of badly needed energy and
water development projects has resulted in
the deterioration of the Nation's water re-
sources infrastructure. This deterioration
now poses a growing obstacle to sustained
national economic recovery.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is essential
to my congressional district. The bill au-
thorizes $200,000,000 for flood control in
the Atchafalaya Basin. The basin is vitally
important to Louisiana as a relief valve for
flooding by the Mississippi River in south
Louisiana. Residents in this basin constant-
ly face the threat of flooding of their
homes and farmland. This bill provides
much-needed security to property owners
in the region.




November 5, 1985

The bill also authorizes $10,500,000 for
mitigation of fish and wildlife losses at the
Red River Waterway. These funds will help
to repair the damage to the environment
which occurs during project construction.

The Atchafalaya Basin and the Red River
Waterway are just two of the projects in
this bill which would greatly benefit Lou-
isiana. In addition, the bill authorizes the
construction of a deep draft port in the
Mississippi River Ship Channel, further fa-
cilitating the free movement of commerce
through Louisiana.

Finally, 1 want to commend the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Water Re-
sources, the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. ROE] and the subcommittee’s ranking
minority member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. STANGELAND], for their hard
work on this fine piece of legislation. In
addition the chairman of the Committee on
Public Works, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. HOWARD], and the ranking mi-
nority member of the full committee, the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. SNYDER]
deserve the thanks and appreciation of this
House. These four individuals and their
staffs worked countless hours to develop
this landmark legislation.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 3670 will provide em-
ployment to millions of Americans. I
strongly urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this important legislation
and, at the same time, I want to commend
the leadership of the House Public Works
and Transportation Committee for re-
sponding to the water resources needs of
this Nation. Consideration of this bill
marks the third time in the past 2 years, I
believe, that the House has acted on legisla-
tion authorizing projects vital to the Na-
tion’s inland waterways, our ports, erosion,
and flood control.

A comprehensive, omnibus water devel-
opment bill has not been enacted into law
since 1970—15 long vyears. Over the past
several years, we've seen a variety of patch-
work legislative procedures and proposals
that address water resource problems by
bits and pieces. While such an approach
has had its benefits, I submit that such an
approach is not the way to legislate some-
thing as important as the fate and future of
America’s water resources policy.

There are three key elements in this bill
before us—H.R. 6—that I want to under-
score. First, the measure includes the au-
thorization of Gallipolis—the most critical
navigational project on the entire reach of
the Ohio River. The bill calls for the con-
struction of a new 1,200-foot locking chan-
nel at Gallipolis, and it also allows for the
rehabilitation of the existing dam at the
same site. Those who recognize the impor-
tance of cost-effective, safe and certain
river transportation will agree that Gallip-
olis is—very simply—a navigational mine-
field. Opened in 1937, the outdated, over-
worked, hazardous facility sits on river
bend and forces massive traffic delays up
and down the Ohio River that add up to
costly fees and consumer costs. The present
Gallipolis compound has the highest acci-
dent rate on the Ohio River and it is the
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only locking complex from the Pennsylva-
nia border to the Gulf of Mexico with a
600-foot main chamber. It demands the at-
tention of all those concerned about the
economic development and welfare of the
Ohio Valley. The bill before us states that a
new Gallipolis will be built with up to one-
third of the funding coming from the
Inland Waterways Trust Fund.

And that’s my second point for support-
ing this particular measure, the trust fund
was established to respond to the needs of
inland water traffic. It’s simply a fair case
of the barge industry contributing to the
movement of their vessels. The fund is cur-
rently being supported by a 10-cents-per-
gallon tax and I would support an increase
in that fuel tax if it led to the benefits ex-
pected of the fund in the first place.
Namely, getting construction underway.
The fund has assembled nearly $200 million
and, to the best of my knowledge, not one
cent has been appropriated from the fund
for one project on any eligible river, any-
where. Congress must act first. That's why
we are here today and that’s what we must
do. The proposed new Gallipolis, under
study for over a decade, has a benefit-cost
ratio of 12 to 1. Conversely, the costs—en-
vironmentally, economically, and naviga-
tionally—for ignoring our responsibility to
Gallipolis would be monumental.

Nearly 41 million tons of coal, coke, agri-
cultural products, and chemicals are shuf-
fled through Gallipolis annually, Keep in
mind: the complex is already exhausted.
The projected bulk cargo growth by the
year 1990 is 65 million tons. Gallipolis is
being pushed to its limits and it has only
been by the technical expertise and engi-
neering ingenuity of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers office in Huntington, WV,
that the old channel remains operational
and the locks function properly despite the
odds against their doing so.

There is a third element of this particular
bill that appeals to me and should be the
priority aspect of the legislation for any
budget-conscious Member in this House:
the bill deauthorizes—takes out of previ-
ously planned construction—310 projects at
an estimated completion cost of over $11
billion. How often do we have the opportu-
nity in this Chamber to vote for a bill
which, in essence, decommissions spending
of that magnitude?

The bill offers us the best of what we
want and what this Nation needs: a chance
to press forth with critical water resources
projects and programs and, at the very
same time, a chance to enact responsible
cost-sharing while saving $11 billion bucks.

The measure has my support, in full
measure.

Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 6, the Water Re-
sources (Conservation, Development, and
Infrastructure Improvement and Rehabili-
tation Act of 1985. 1 commend the House
Public Works and Transportation Commit-
tee, and especially the Water Resources
Subcommittee for putting together this
piece of legislation which will directly ben-
efit so many of our communities over the
next decade.

30487

1 would like to remind my colleagues
that a President has not signed a water re-
sources development bill into law since
1976. I am confident that this bill will
become law because it includes the increase
in the non-Federal share of the cost of new
Army Corps of Engineers flood control and
navigation project which the administra-
tion insisted upon. Furthermore, the bill is
reasonable in terms of the cost of the
projects it authorizes, and will provide for
the construction and upkeep of vital water
projects across the Nation.

I am especially pleased that this bill au-
thorizes funds for the city of Dunkirk, NY,
southwest of Buffalo on the shores of Lake
Erie, which is undertaking a major harbor
revitilization plan. The Dunkirk Harbor-
front Development Program is expected to
create over 375 new permanent jobs, in-
crease tax and other revenues to the city,
and in the long run, attract needed eco-
nomic development to this severely de-
pressed region of the State.

One of the most important aspeets of this
development program, is the city’s plan to
build a 500-boat marina. Before this
marina can be constructed by private enter-
prise, however, the city must dredge the
area at an estimated cost of $2.3 million.
Present waterdepth in that locale runs
from 1 to 3 feet and must be dredged at
least 10 feet. The funding authorized in this
bill will cover the costs that the city incurs
for this needed dredging.

The city of Dunkirk’s efforts to improve
its economy through the development of its
harbor are to be commended and are
worthy of our support. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this effort,
and similar projects all over the country by
voting for this long-awaited water resource
development legislation. Once again, I com-
mend the chairman and his committee for
their work on this legislation and urge its
passage.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move that the Committee do now
rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempro [Mr.
WEeAvVER] having assumed the chair,
Mr. BoucHER, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consid-
eration the bill (H.R. 6) to provide for
the conservation and development of
water and related resources and the
improvement and rehabilitation of the
Nation’s water resources infrastruc-
ture, had come to no resolution there-
on.

0 1530

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
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H.R. 6, the bill just under consider-
ation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

CHADRON STATE PARK

(Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, and to revise and
extend her remarks, and include extra-
neous matter.)

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to introduce leg-
islation to transfer approximately 160
acres of Federal land within the Ne-
braska National Forest to the State of
Nebraska. This land will be used by
the Nebraska Game and Parks Com-
mission to add camping facilities and
nature trails to the Chadron State
Park.

Although more than 200,000 people
visit the Chadron State Park each
year, the park has no camping facili-
ties and no land suitable for camp-
ground development. Park visitors
must camp near the park entrance.

Transferring this Federal land to the
State of Nebraska will greatly enhance
public use of the park. We simply have
no other alternative for developing
camping facilities at the park.

All improvements to the land—
camping facilities, hiking trails, and
horseback trails—would be provided
by the State of Nebraska.

The bill protects the Federal Gov-

ernment’s rights to oil, gas, and other
subsurface interests. In addition, the

bill provides that if the Nebraska
Game and Park Commission does not
use the land as a part of Chadron
State Park, the land will revest in the
Federal Government.

I ask for the support of my col-
leagues on this bill, and I submit the
bill for printing in the REcorp, as fol-
lows:

H.R. 3686
A bill to direct the Secretary of Agriculture
to convey, without consideration, to the

State of Nebraska certain land to be used

for the purposes of expanding the Cha-

dron State Park, Nebraska

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO NEBRASKA
GAME AND PARKS COMMISSION.

(a) CoNvEYANCE.—Not later than the 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act and subject to the provisions of subsec-
tion (b), the Secretary of Agriculture shall
convey, without consideration, to the State
of Nebraska all right, title, and interest of
the United States in and to the real proper-
ty described in subsection (c), to be used by
the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission
as part of the Chadron State Park, Nebras-
ka.

(b) LIMITATIONS ON CONVEYANCE.—(1) The
Secretary of Agriculture shall reserve for
the United States any interest of the United
States in the subsurface estate of the real
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property described in subsection (¢), includ-
ing oil and gas rights.

(2) Title to the real property conveyed
under subsection (a) shall revest in the
United States upon failure of the Nebraska
Game and Parks Commission to use such
property as part of the Chadron State Park,
Nebraska.

(¢) Lanp DescrIPTION.—The real property
referred to in subsection (a) consists of ap-
proximately 160 acres within the Nebraska
National Forest, more particularly described
as the east half of the southwest quarter,
the west half of the southeast quarter, and
that part of the southeast quarter of the
southeast quarter lying west of State High-
way 385, of Section 25, Township 32 North,
Range 49 West, 5th Principle Meridian,
Dawes County, Nebraska.

CONGRESS SHOULD REVIEW EF-
FECTS OF AT&T DIVESTITURE
BEFORE ALLOWING BYPASS

(Mr. BONER of Tennessee asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BONER of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, with the break-up of the
AT&T telephone system, many of us
here in the Congress correctly antici-
pated the confusion and increased ex-
pense that many of our constituents
would face in the newly created and
competitive telecommunications envi-
ronment.

Unfortunately, the Federal Commu-
nications Commission is adding to the
confusion and increased expense. Last
week the Commission approved a rate
tariff proposal from the American
Telephone and Telegraph Co. that
would allow the telephones system’s
largest users to bypass local Bell oper-
ating copmpanies, thus shifting the
cost of local service increasingly to res-
idential and small business users.

In my home State of Tennessee, the
local telephone operating company es-
timates that bypass could increase cost
of residential telephone service by $4 a
month and the cost of business service
by $9 a month. Bypass puts at risk in
Tennessee more than $83.6 million col-
lected in connect fees from long dis-
tance telephone companies. Of the
five States in the local operating com-
pany's service area, Tennessee is the
most vulnerable. Thirty-two of the 50
largest long-distance users are located
in Tennessee. Yet no area of the coun-
try is immune from the effect of
bypass and, before bypass proceeds
further, we must understand the ef-
fects of bypass on the cost and guality
of residential service.

Bypass of the local Bell operating
companies was an issue anticipated
with the divestiture of AT&T. In fact,
the House passed legislation in the
98th Congress that proposed a cost-
sharing formula among all users of the
telephone system, even among those
who bypassed local Bell operating
companies. Unfortunately, that meas-
ure failed of passage in the other
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body. Nonetheless, the need to evalu-
ate the consequence of bypass has
never been greater than it is today.

No one disagrees with the objective
of ensuring affordable residential and
business telephone service. That objec-
tive, however, is jeopardized with the
haphazard decisions that the Federal
Communications Commission has
made or, as indicated in recent news
reports on the AT&T rate filing, is
planning to make.

As such, I am introducing legislation
that would postpone the FCC's deci-
sion on bypass for 2 years until Con-
gress has had the opportunity to
review the consequences of divestiture
and, in particular, the factors encour-
aging bypass of the local Bell operat-
ing companies.

Affordable telephone service must
continue to be our goal. Clearly, com-
petition following divestiture has low-
ered the cost of long distance tele-
phone service. Unfortunately, the con-
sequence of divestiture on local service
has only increased costs. Congress
must be afforded time to evaluate
these mixed results.

THE 20TH ANNIVERSARY OF
THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT
FOR THE HUMANITIES

(Mr. YATES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, 1985
marks the 20th anniversary of the es-
tablishment of the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities. While we
are at this milestone, it is appropriate
to pause to celebrate the achievements
of the Endowment and to reassert our
commitment to its promotion of
progress and scholarship in the Hu-
manities. As a symbol of our support
for the Endowment, it is appropriate
to establish the week of February 9-
15, 1986, as National Humanities
Week.

In the National Foundation on the Arts
and the Humanities Act of 1965, the Con-
gress found, in its Declaration of Purpose,
that “support of national progress and
scholarship in the humanities * * * is
* * * an appropriate matter of concern to
the Federal Government”; that “democracy
demands wisdom and vision in its citizens
and * * * must therefore * * * support a
form of education designed to make men
masters of their technology * * *"; that “it
is necessary and appropriate for the Feder-
al Government to complement, assist, and
add to programs for the advancement of
the humanities * * * by local, State, and
regional, and private agencies and their or-
ganizations”; that “the study of the human-
ities requires constant dedication and devo-
tion and that * * * it is necessary and ap-
propriate for the Federal Government to
help create and sustain not only a climate
of encouraging freedom of thought, imagi-
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nation, and inquiry, but also the material
conditions facilitating the release of this
creative talent”; and that “the world leader-
ship which has come to the United States
* * * must be solidly founded upon world-
wide respect and admiration for the Na-
tion’s high qualities as leader in the realm
of the ideas and of the spirit.”

Congress expected much from the En-
dowment and its accomplishments have
matched these expectations. The Endow-
ment has been creative in carrying out its
mission and it has been stimulative.

Through the concept and mechanism of
the Challenge Grants, the Endowment has
generated substantial non-Federal support
for the humanities, In return for
$180,000,000 in Federal Challenge funds in-
vested in them between 1977, when the pro-
gram began, and 1985, Challenge Grant re-
cipients will have raised about $542,000,000
in new or increased giving from non-Feder-
al sources, This exceeds the minimal
amount required by the 3:1 matching provi-
sion of the grants.

The National Endowment for the Hu-
manities has established new programs as
needs have been identified. In 1969, a pro-
gram was established to assist in the design
and implementation of quality humanities
programs for the out-of-school public. One
example is the “Let’s Talk About It: Read-
ing and Discussion Programs in America's
Libraries”. “Let’s Talk About It” is a vital
nationwide project which brings together
book lovers and scholars tv explore themes
of contemporary life and culture through a
mix of classic and popular literature in
some 300 American public libraries in 30
States. More than 1,500,000 will be involved
in the program over 3 years.

A democratic society requires citizens
who are capable of making disciplined and
diseriminating judgments. The study of the
humanities contributes to the ability to
make reasoned decisions—to criticize and
interpret the acts, words, and artifacts of
human culture. To meet these needs in
1971, the State programs were established
to ensure that a broad variety of human-
ities programs reached the citizens in each
State. This in turn has stimulated each of
the States to develop their own State hu-
manities councils.

More recently, the Endowment has devel-
oped programs to strengthen humanities
instruction at the precollegiate level. The
most notable example of this effort is the
highly successful summer seminars for sec-
ondary school teachers. The Endowment
has also been in the forefront of the effort
to celebrate the bicentennial of the Consti-
tution. Over 160 grants have been awarded
to encourage scholarly interest in and
public reflection on the principles and
foundations of our constitutional govern-
ment.

The Endowment is to be commended for
its leadership, its creativity, its responsive-
ness to changing needs, and for its ability
to generate private interest and financial
support. We applaud its ability to bring out
the best in our culture and history.

We now celebrate 20 years of sustained
effort by the Endowment and we must
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commit ourselves to sustain the traditions
begun by this important Federal agency.
Mr. Speaker, recognizing February 9-15,
1986, as National Humanities Week is the
appropriate way to begin.

DOD CONFERENCE REPORT—
RAY TEXTILE AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. RAY] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, this vear 1 offered
an amendment to the Department of De-
fense authorization bill which directs the
Secretary of Defense to report to the Con-
gress each year on the state of the textile
and apparel industrial base in this country.
I was pleased that this amendment was ac-
cepted by the conferees, and I would like to
take a few moments to tell you why I be-
lieve this amendment is important.

It is jokingly said that “we cannot have
our soldiers fighting in Japanese uniforms
and sleeping in Chinese tents,” Mr. Speak-
er, but I think there is a nugget of truth in
this statement. If our Nation is going to be
assured of military readiness, we have to
know that our textile industrial base can
mobilize to meet our needs—from para-
chutes to uniforms, from chemical warfare
garb to coverings and casings.

This report to be prepared by the Depart-
ment of Defense will address these con-
cerns. The report prepared by the Depart-
ment of Defense will provide erucial infor-
mation for all Representatives to consider
when they are making their decisions or
their votes on readiness issues.

My amendment was drafted loosely to
allow for the broadest amount of informa-
tion to be included. Research into all as-
pects of the textile and apparel industrial
base will be conducted, including the man-
ufacturers’ ability to meet initial mobiliza-
tion requir ts with d tic materials,
to obtain necessary machinery for produc-
tion through domestic sources, and to
answer specific, specialized orders of the
various services for strategic and tactical
operations.

I feel certain that the report which will
be produced because of this amendment
will be a valued tool to be used by all Mem-
bers in their consideration of our Nation's
military readiness.

THE ABSURDITY OF GRAMM-
RUDMAN PROCESS: SEQUES-
TERING FUNDS FOR REVENUE
RAISING AGENCIES COSTS
MUCH MORE THAN IT SAVES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr, STARK] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, in the confer-
ence committee on Gramm-Rudman we
have been trying to turn the sow’s ear of
sequestering into a silk purse. We have
washed the mud off, we have trimmed the
hog hairs, but it still smells and looks like
a pig's ear.
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It is full of illogicals.

If we fail to reach our deficit reduction
goal and sequestering comes into force,
revenue raising agencies like the IRS and
Customs would find their budgets cut.

It is a proven fact that cutting those
agencies cuts revenues by much more than
the amount saved in reducing the agencies.

The IRS returns $20 for every one spent
on compliance programs. The Collections
Division returns $25 for every dollar spent
on it. Customs applies its manpower to pro-
grams which return $27 to $1.

Therefore, sequestering a dollar from
either agency costs 320 to $27 in revenues.

That increases the deficit, which means
we need to sequester even more in the
future.

It is like a dog chasing its tail into ex-
haustion. In this case, the tail tastes like a
pig’s ear.

1 supported the House passed version of
Gramm-Rudman because it forces tougher
congressional action on the deficits than
does the original version. But as the above
example shows, when it comes to sequester-
ing we have a long, long ways to go before
we have a mechanism that makes any sense
at all.

BOB HUTTENHOFF, A GREAT
NEWSPAPERMAN AND CITIZEN,
RETIRES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I want to
bring to the attention of my colleagues the
retirement of Bob Huttenhoff, the publish-
er and president of the Salinas Californian.
A reception will be held to honor Bob for
his contributions to the community and for
his achievements during a 40-year newspa-
per career on November 14. While I will
not be able to be present due to my respon-
sibilities here, I know my colleagues will
want to join me in extending congratula-
tions and best wishes to him on this most
important occasion. Bob has been a great
friend to me, and he has helped to make
the Californian one of the finest newspa-
pers in California and one of the finest
newspapers serving a medium-sized city in
the entire Nation. The key is that the Cali-
fornian cares about the community it
serves—and it shows.

Bob Huttenhoff was born in 1920 into a
newspaper family and was a newspaper
carrier through high school. He worked his
way through the University of Kansas as a
stereotype/pressman. After serving during
World War II, he began his eareer in news-
papers, working on six daily newspapers in
the Midwest and southern California.

Bob joined the Salinas Californian as a
display salesman in 1950. He was soon
named retail advertising manager, and was
then promoted to advertising director. In
1972, Bob became the publisher and presi-
dent of the Californian. He retired as pub-
lisher last year, and he will retire as presi-
dent on December 1 of this year.




30490

In his years with the Californian, Bob led
the newspaper from being a hot metal
newspaper to electronic photo composition
and complete computerization of the busi-
ness office. He then converted the paper to
direct lithography printing. Most recently,
he has planned a major remodeling of the
Californian building to house a new state-
of-the-art 10-unit offset press to go on line
in 1986.

In addition to his contributions to the
Salinas community through his work at the
Californian, Bob has been extremely active
in a number of community activities. He
has served as president of the Salinas
Kiwanis, the Fort Ord Chapter Association
of the U.S. Army, and Salinas Community
Priorities, Inc. He has also been a board
member of the Salinas Chamber of Com-
merce, the Jaycees, Sunrise Toastmasters,
and Palma High School. Bob was a found-
ing director and vice chairman of the Eco-
nomic Development Corp. of Monterey
County. In addition, he serves as a member
of the Salinas Rotary, the Salinas Elks
Lodge, Knights of Columbus, and the Com-
monwealth Club of San Francisco. He is
also an advisory director of the California
Rodeo.

In the newspaper industry, Bob has
served as president of the California News-
paper Advertising Executives Association
and has served on the board of the Califor-
nia Publishers Association.

Bob and his wife Patricia have been mar-
ried since 1947. They have three children
and one granddaughter.

Mr. Speaker, I am certain that Bob's
family is proud of his distinguished career

and looks forward to spending more time
with him following his retirement. My col-
leagues and I congratulate him and wish
him and his family the best of luck in the
future.

THE BUDGET-CUTTING “ROBOT"
LACKS SENSITIVITY TO
HUMAN NEEDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BUSTAMANTE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BUSTAMANTE. Mr. Speaker, in our
attempt to balance the budget, we have cre-
ated a budget-cutting robot which plods
along on its deficit-reduction course with-
out looking at what is in its way. It is in-
capable of following the road of social re-
sponsibility we have built over the years,
incapable of expressing human sensitivity
for the poor and needy it might be trodding
on, incapable of setting the course for the
future well-being of the country. It merely
travels along the path we program it for,
slashing as it goes.

The recent budget-cutting alternatives do
not provide an ideal solution to the prob-
lem of balancing the budget. The alterna-
tive we seleet must respond to economic
conditions and to the needs of children, the
elderly, and the poor. The programs that
serve those in need are already emaciated
and cannot bear the load.
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Over the past 5 years, programs which
serve poor families and children have suf-
fered more than $10 billion a year in
budget cuts. Programs such as low income
food and nutrition programs, Medicaid,
and Job Corps, have been seriously affected
by the recent funding diet they have been
subjected to.

When people are not provided with the
resources they need, they take drastic
measures. I am submitting a newspaper ar-
ticle given to me by one of my constituents.
The article recounts the tale of a desperate
man who could not provide proper care for
his mentally retarded son. The man aban-
doned his 20-year-old son who was prone to
violent attacks, rather than become violent
himself. He had been trying for 2 years to
place his son in a State school. This man
had the compassion to save his son and
himself.

The time to develop the mechanism to
deal with the budget deficit is now. But cre-
ating a mechanical device which automati-
cally imposes cuts without any kind of pri-
ority is not the answer.

The legislation before us is not a warm
body to cuddle up to, but it is not the cold,
hard robot either. The circumstances of po-
litical reality compel us to embrace it. It
will, at least, follow the course of social re-
sponsibility, to look down the road of eco-
nomic stability, and to watch out for the
others traveling down that road.

San AnTONIO, TX, 78250
October 29, 1985.
Hon. ALBERT G. BUSTAMANTE,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DearR REPRESENTATIVE BUSTAMANTE: I have
written many letters to you on a variety of
subjects, but this one really comes from the
heart becausa it is based on my personal ex-
perience in raising my autistic son, Christo-
pher.

The enclosed newspaper article appeared
a few days ago and describes a terrible situa-
tion. What makes the situation terrible is
not so much that the father felt he had to
abandon the care of his retarded son, but
that the State of Texas does not have the
mental health resources to take proper care
of its own citizens who are mentally afflict-
ed. It is absolutely disgraceful that parents
or a parent faced with the painful decision
to institutionalize a child should be told to
“take a number and wait 2-4 years” for an
opening in a mental health facility.

I know what this man has gone through. I
wish my son Chris had a limb missing
rather than have mental retardation. It is
all my wife and I together can do to keep
him under control at home. His behavior is
so erratic and self-destructive that recently
my only other child, 6 year old Stephen,
told me he wishes he had another brother.
But this poor man, Mr. Clark, has suffered
like no human being should have to.

I write you, Congressman, because frank-
ly, I have no confidence that the State Leg-
islature or the Governor will ever come to
grips with the problem of housing the men-
tally ill and deficient in appropriate set-
tings. Because to do the job right, it will
take an increase in State funding, which
means an increase in taxes, and Texans con-
sistently have proven they would rather
avoid collective responsibilities than raise
their taxes, or anyone else’s. I appeal to you
because I am convinced it will take leader-
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ship above the State level to make the ma-
jority of Texans see their responsibility to-
wards persons like my boy Chris, and to
others in our State who through no fault of
their own cannot adequately care for them-
selves or their children.

To Governor White's credit, he is forecing
Texas into the 20th Century academically
with H.B. 72 and its no pass no play rule. I
believe the same emphasis is needed in the
area of caring for the mentally deficient and
ill and for all others who cry out for help.
Size and population will not by themselves
make Texas a great state and a national
leader among states. It takes a sense of
social responsibility as well.

Yours truly,
PavuL S. KENDALL.

[From the San Antonio (TX) Light]
Dap LEAVES SoN; HAs No REGRETS

IrRviNG.—A man who abandonded his 20-
year-old retarded son in front of the Fort
Worth State School said he does not regret
his decision.

Willian Clark said he had been caring for
his severely retarded, violence-prone son
without help for four years. Last week, he
said he gave up after getting so mad he
wanted to shoot his son.

Instead, he took him to the school.

“I just got to the point where prison
looked good to me—or the electric chair—
compared to what I've been living through,"”
Clark said.

Clark said his son has destroyed furniture
and broken windows in his trailer home and
attacked him.

A state school spokeswoman said John
David Clark, who has a man’'s body but the
mental capacity of a 3-year-old, qualifies for
24-hour care. Clark may not be forced to re-
claim his son from the school, which has a
two- to four-year waiting list.

“It’s very stressful,” said spokeswoman
Barbara Edwards, adding no one was to
blame.

She said the state school, operated by the
Texas Mental Health Mental Retardation
Department, will admit the younger Clark
on an emergency basis until an investigation
is completed.

The Department of Human Resources will
conduct a routine check of the circum-
stances by which the man was abandoned at
the facility on Wednesday, said Mel Hughes,
school superintendent.

Edwards said the man was put on the
school’'s waiting list and counselling and
care was provided in May 1984.

William Clark said that was when he real-
ized he was incapable of handling his son
and “begged and pleaded’ with school offi-
cials to take him in.

“He's been a problem for several years,”
said Clark, 55 who became the young man's
sole caretaker about four years ago.

Clark and his wife divorced when the
youth was 4. Although his ex-wife helped
care for the couple’s seven children, that ar-
rangement collapsed four years ago when
she became ill and eventually wound up in a
nursing home.

THE CHAUFFEUR LIMITATION
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HaMIiLTON]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, a recent
GAO report determined that, between Janu-
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ary and June 1985, 79 administration offi-
cials were illegally transported in chauf-
feured Government motor vehicles between
their residences and places of employment.
Today, I am introducing a bill to end these
abuses and curtail the number of author-
ized cars.

My bill, which is identical to one being
introduced by Senator PROXMIRE, limits
the total number of officials in each branch
of the Federal Government entitled to
chauffeured home-to-work transportation.
The number of chauffeured officials in the
executive branch would drop from 40 to 28;
Congress' cars would be cut from 21 to 14;
and the judiciary would keep its single au-
thorized car.

Administration: The President, the Vice
President, and the 13 Cabinet agency heads
would continue to receive a chauffeured ve-
hicle. The President could designate up to
13 additional executive branch employees
for home-to-work service. Those employees
would have to be listed in the President’s
annual budget.

Congress: The Speaker, the President pro
tem, and the majority and minority leaders
of the House and Senate would receive
chauffeured service. The majority and mi-
nority whips of the House and Senate
would continue to receive leased cars. Four
other cars would be available during the
day for official business only. No drivers
would be provided. The majority and mi-
nority side of the House and Senate would
each be assigned one car.

Judiciary: The Chief Justice would con-
tinue to receive chauffeured service.

Under the bill, any Federal official who
uses or authorizes improper chauffeured
service will be suspended without pay for
at least 3 days and must reimburse the
Government for all expenses. These penal-
ties should curtail the widespread abuses
we are now witnessing.

With Federal deficits exceading $200 bil-
lion, it is wrong to spend an estimated
$35,000 per car to shuttle Government offi-
cials between their homes and their offices.
These chauffeur-driven cars are a luxury
we cannot afford. 1 urge prompt and af-
firmative action on this bill.

A SALUTE TO THE STATUE OF
LIBERTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
call to the attention of my colleagues the
kickoff event for the “Centennial Year of
Liberty” which took place on Monday
evening, October 28, 1985, at the Kennedy
Center. Lee A. lacocca, chairman, the
Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Foundation,
Inc., and chairman and chief executive offi-
cer, Chrysler Corp., graciously welcomed
and personally thanked the many individ-
uals and corporations who contributed
toward restoring “* * * that beautiful
lady.”

The invited guests were privileged to
attend the world premiere of “The Lady
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Remembers,” a work written and created
by one of America's top composers, Rich-
ard Adler, who attempted to reflect the
drama of the immigrants’ experience. With
the Detroit Symphony and vocalist Julia
Migenes Johnson performing this new mu-
sical tribute, the Statue of Liberty's 99th
birthday was celebrated, beginning what
will be a year-long celebration.

Americans who are descendants of immi-
grant parents or grandparents share an im-
portant bond of friendship, and a very spe-
cial feeling for that “lady” in New York.
Lee lacocca, who understands that kinship
so well, delivered thoughtful remarks
which 1 believe capture the true spirit of
what it means to many of us to help restore
and remember the Statue of Liberty and
Ellis Island.

Mr. lacocca’s remarks, which I would
like to share with my colleagues, follow:

Good evening to all of you.

I've been privileged for the past 3% years
to be involved in restoring two of our na-
tion's most valuable treasures—the Statue
of Liberty and Ellis Island. And it's been a
labor of love, believe me.

A year from today, the Lady with the
Torch will be rededicated on her hundredth
birthday, and tonight we begin the celebra-
tion of her centennial year.

All this is possible because millions of
Americans have contributed more than $170
million so far to keep the torch lit. You've
been invited tonight so we could thank you
for your generous support.

And we're going to thank you with the
world premiere of Richard Adler’s “The
Lady Remembers,"” performed by the De-
troit Symphony Orchestra, under the direc-
tion of Gunter Herbig, with soloist Julia Mi-
genes Johnson.

You know, the last couple of years lots of
school kids have been sending me their nick-
els and dimes for the Lady. Some even send
me their lunch money, or a few bucks from
selling cupcakes or washing cars. And a man
once dropped into my office and gave me a
million dollars to help shine her up. (As he
said—"Just a simple tribute to my immi-
grant mother.”) It seems like everybody
feels they owe the lady something.

And Richard Adler is one of those people.

Richard Adler wasn't commissioned to
write this piece. He wasn't asked to do it. He
simply called one day and said: “I want to
do it. I need to do it. Just let me do it.”

So we let him do it.

It's quite a gift he's giving us, and giving
America, tonight. So, please join me in ex-
pressing our thanks to Richard Adler.

When President Reagan asked me to join
this effort, we agreed that not a cent of
public money would be used. And none has.
But we've enjoyed the support of our gov-
ernment, especially of the National Park
Service.

I would now like to introduce the Honora-
ble Donald P, Hodel, Secretary of the Interi-
or.
Thank you, Secretary Hodel.

And now we are about to honor a very,
very special lady.

She’'s a lady who has stood tall and strong
at the doorstep of our country for nearly a
hundred years. She has stood with a beacon
raised to guide the lost, with an arm out-
stretched to welcome the homeless, and
with a tablet proclaiming her promise of lib-
erty.

We not only honor that lady tonight, but
also the millions who saw her beacon and
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reached out for her welcome—because they
believed her promise,

And we honor what they did to keep her
promise alive, and to pass it along to all of
us.
Exactly 99 years ago today, a beautiful
lady dressed in 200 tons of copper and iron
stood staring through the mist in New York
harbor, a little like a blushing bride. Quite a
fuss was made over her that day. Cannons
roared, brass bands played, all the ships in
the harbor blew their whistles and rang
their bells.

She was that day a young symbol of an
old but elusive dream—the simple ideal of
“liberty.” Tonight, 99 years later but for-
ever young, she stands not only for that
original ideal itself, but also as a symbol of
what free people, guided and protected by
that ideal, can achieve.

For as soon as the cannons and the bands
were silent, she began to see the ships slip-
ping into the harbor with the first of the
millions of immigrants she would welcome
to America.

Tonight she remembers those ships
coming from Bremen and Liverpool and
Naples, and the cargo they brought. Human
beings seeking refuge and opportunity be-
neath her torch.

They all stood on deck in their best
clothes, clutching the kids, and maybe an
old cardboard suitcase with a rope around
it. It was the beggest day of their lives.

And as the ships went by her on their way
to Ellis Island, a lot of backs, bent by op-
pression, began to straighten. And a lot of
faces, scarred by tyranny, were suddenly
smiling. And a lot of eyes, dimmed by de-
spair, began to glow with hope.

She saw all that, and she remembers it
well tonight.

She remembers, too, what happened to
them after they passed beyond her gaze.

She kept her promise of liberty, but it
wasn't the liberty of streets paved with gold.
It was the liberty of the shovel, the freedom
of the pusheart, and the dignity of the plow.

It was the freedom to work hard, and to
keep what that hard work built.

They were ambitious in a time when ambi-
tion was not a dirty word.

They were hardworking in a time when
hard work was not something to be avoided.

They were builders.

They built a country.

And what they built was the America we
have today—imperfect, but better by far
than anything anybody else has ever built,
anywhere.

The Lady remembers how they did it, and
so should we.

They did it with pain, and sweat and tears.

You know, America isn't great because of
its natural resources. It's great because
those people dug into the ground, often
under terrible conditions, and took the re-
sources out,

America isn't great because of miles of
open prairies. It's great because people
broke their backs to bust the sod and grow
food.

America isn't great because of a few indus-
trial geniuses. It's great because of the thou-
sands of others who fired the furnaces and
forged the metal.

And America isn't great because of a piece
of paper called a Constitution. It's great be-
cause people fought, and bled, and some-
times died to fulfill its promise of a just and
humane society.

So, the Lady remembers, if sometimes we
forget. She remembers who we are and
where we came from.
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We're all her children, whether she saw
our people arrive on those ships from
Europe, or whether they came on the May-
flower, or from Africa in chains, or from the
Far East or Latin America.

She is a special Lady to all of us, and we
honor her tonight because she remembers,
and because she helps all of us remember,
Jjust what kind of people we are.

Thank you.

DEMOCRACY IN GUATEMALA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. FasceLL] is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, the events
of last Sunday in Guatemala are potential-
ly the most significant in that country’s
history over the last several decades. After
years of military rule, Guatemala on
Sunday held what is widely recognized as
free, fair, and open elections for President
and for legislative and municipal officials.
A runoff between the two top candidates
gor President will take place on December

Guatemala has gone through a torturous
and painful period. The absence of respect
for basic human rights was so blatant that
in 1977 the United States terminated mili-
tary assistance to that country. Develop-
ments over the past year, particularly the
holding of constitutent assembly elections
earlier this year, have signaled a return to
the democratic path.

It is my sincere hope and expectation
that Sunday, November 3, will be the date
that marks the dramatic turning point in
Guatemala’s history., The military permit-
ted and encouraged an open honest elec-
tion and has demonstrated its sincere
desire to return to the barracks. I look for-
ward to the successful holding of the Presi-
dential runoff in December, to the inaugu-
ration of a civilian President on January
14, and to Guatemala’s return to the demo-
cratic fold and to respect for human rights,
which will bring a full normalization of
United States-Guatemalan relations. At
that point we must stand ready to assist
and support the newly elected Guatemala
Government in facing the difficult internal
economic and political decisions which will
be necessary to solidify these new demo-
cratic institutions and revitalize the econo-
my.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SunNpquUisT) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. IRELAND, for 5 minutes, on No-
vember 6.

Mr. LuncgreN, for 60 minutes, on No-
vember 12.

Mr. StrANG, for 60 minutes, on No-
vember 6.
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(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MacKay) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. Ray, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. STARK, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BusTaMaNTE, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. HamirLTon, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ANNUNIZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Peask, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. FascerL, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. ALEXANDER, for 60 minutes, on
November 21.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SunpquisT) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. COURTER.

Mr. GINGRICH,

Mr. BROOMFIELD in three instances.

Mr. SCHAEFER.

Mr. SCHUETTE.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO.

Mr. LoTT.

Mr. MiLLER of Ohio.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MacKay) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. MARTINEZ.

Mr. MATSUI.

Mrs. LLoyb.

Mr. RokE.

Mr. Bosco.

Mr. BARNES in two instances.

Mr. FasceLL in two instances.

Mr. HUBBARD.

Mr. LIPINSKI.

Mr. FRANK.

Mr. WYDEN.

Mr. EDGAR.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTIONS
REFERRED

Joint resolutions of the Senate of
the following titles were taken from
the Speaker’s table and, under the
rule, referred as follows:

S.J. Res. 130. Joint resolution designating
the week beginning on November 10, 1985,
as “National Blood Pressure Awareness
Week, 1986"; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

S.J. Res. 213. Joint resolution to designate
January 19 through January 25, 1986, as
“National Jaycee Week'; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

S.J. Res, 219. Joint resolution to designate
the week of February 9, 1986, through Feb-
ruary 15, 1986, as “National Humanities
Week, 1986"; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o'clock and 32 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
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morrow, Wednesday,
1985, at 10 a.m.

November 6,

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2211. A letter from the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the collection of these annual reports of the
Public Health Service: health maintenance
organizations; financial disclosure of health
maintenance organizations; disease control
programs and immunization; health services
research, health statistics, and health care
technology; family planning and population
research; health information and health
promotion; and continuation of pay for den-
tists, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 300aa-10 PHSA,
sections 2111 and 383(b), Public Law 98-24,
section 2(a)(1) (97 Stat. 176), to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

2212. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting a report on the administration
of the Foreign Agents Registration Act of
1938, as amended, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 621;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

2213. A letter from the National Com-
mander, AMVETS, transmitting proceed-
ings of the national encampment, pursuant
to 44 U.S.C. 1332; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. Report on Federal regula-
tion of direct investments by savings and
loan associations (Rept. No. 99-358). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. Report on the role of the
Overseas Private Investment Corporation
(Rept. No. 99-359). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. GEKAS:

H.R. 3682. A bill to amend section 3565 of
title 18 of the United States Code to provide
for the payment to the clerk of the court of
fines or penalties imposed by a U.S. magis-
trate, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HAMILTON:

H.R. 3683. A bill to reduce the use of lim-
ousines by Government officials; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. RICHARDSON:

H.R. 3684. A bill to designate the El Mal-
pais lava flow and adjacent public lands as a
national monument to be managed by the
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Bureau of Land Management, to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 3685. A bill to improve the manage-
ment of the Chaco Culture National Histori-
cal Park and its related archeological pro-
tection sites: to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska:

H.R. 3686. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to convey, without consider-
ation, to the State of Nebraska certain land
to be used for the purposes of expanding
the Chadron State Park, NE; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. WYDEN:

H.R. 3687. A bill to permit the Bell operat-
ing companies to provide information serv-
ices and to manufacture telecommunica-
tions equipment so long as such services and
manufacturing are not subsidized with the
proceeds from the provision of local ex-
change telephone service or other regulated
telecommunications services; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. WHITTEN:

H.J. Res. 441. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 1986; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

By Mr, BONER of Tennessee:

H.J. Res. 442, Joint resolution to prohibit
the Federal Communications Commission
from permitting long distance carriers to
bypass local telephone exchanges; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr., YATES:

H.J. Res. 443. Joint resolution to designate
the week of February 9, 1986, through Feb-
ruary 15, 1986, as “National Humanities
Week, 1986"; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. AuCOIN (for himself, Mr.
ConNTE, Mr. Appasso, Mr. HORTON,
Mr. BepeLL, Mr. XLER, Mrs.
Boxer, Mr. CoELHO, Mr. LEVINE of
California, Mr. Hover, Mr. DiIcks,
Mrs. ScHrROEDER, Mr. REID, Mr.
Fazio, Mr. Epcar, Mr. HuTtro, Mr.
CarPER, Mr. Harr of Ohio, Mr.
Waxman, Mr. Mrazeg, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. Epwarps of California, Mr. MoL-
LOHAN, Mr. FraNk, Mr. MaTsul, Mr.
WEAVER, Mr. DowNEY of New York,
Mr. LaNTos, and Mr. DELLUMS):

H. Con. Res. 227. Concurrent resolution
inviting citizens to light porch lights, can-
dles, or other lights from dusk to dawn on
November 19 and 20, 1985; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 69: Mr. DANNEMEYER.

H.R. 70: Mr. Ligatroor and Mr. SMITH of
New Hampshire.

H.R. 71: Mr. DANNEMEYER.

H.R. 75: Mr. BiLirakis and Mr. MYERs of
Indiana.

H.R. 76: Mr. EmErsoN and Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 77: Mr. GespENsoN and Mr. CoaTs.

H.R. 97: Mr. DELay, Mr. SwWINDALL, Mr.
BouLTER, Mr. HENDON, Mr. LIVINGSTON, and
Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 183: Mr. GILMAN,

H.R. 385: Mr. CoATS.

H.R. 983; Mr. GaLro, Mr. KRaMER, Mr.
ScHuMER, Mr. Burron of Indiana, Mrs.
BENTLEY, Mr. Morrison of Connecticut, Mr.
StrANG, Mr. Dicks, Mr. Hurro, and Mr.
Levine of California.

H.R. 1345: Mr. BILIRAKIS.
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H.R. 1682: Mr. STANGELAND.

H.R. 1809: Mr. GEJDENSON.

H.R. 2436: Mrs. Boxer, Mr. RaHALL, Mr,
GorpoN, Mr. MurpHY, Mr, JEFFORDS, and
Mr. Forp of Michigan.

H.R. 2854: Mr. DUNCARN.

H.R. 3099: Mr. WALGREN.

H.R. 3129: Mrs. Boxer and Mr. MARTINEZ.

H.R. 3136: Mr. RanceEL, Mr. MacKay, Mr.
Fuqua, Mr. LEaman of Florida, Mr. Hurto,
Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. SmIiTH of
Florida, and Mr. BENNETT.

H.R. 3139: Mr. BROYHILL.

H.R. 3167: Mr. Ray.

H.R. 3211: Mr. BrooMFIELD, Mr. HUGHES,
Mr. ConTE, and Mr. SmiTH of New Hamp-
shire.

H.R. 3258: Mr. McGraTH, Mr. FisH, Mr.
Towns, Mr. AvuCoin, Mr. Biracci, Mr.
EckarT of Ohio, Mr. SuwnpquisT, Mr.
DASsCHLE, and Ms. MIKULSKI,

H.R. 3472: Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. SMIiTH of
Florida, Mr. LacoMARsSINO, Mr. BUrRTON of
Indiana, Mr. TauvziN, Mr. BaTeEman, Mr.
Dornan of California, Mr. Huckasy, and
Mr. MONTGOMERY.

H.R. 3474: Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. WIRTH, and
Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 3522: Mr. McCAIN.

H.R. 3537: Mr. WEAVER, Mr. FoGLIETTA,
Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. BArRNES, Mr. WAXMAN,
and Mr. SmiTH of Florida.

H.R. 3596: Mr. LEaman of Florida.

H.R. 3634: Mr. RiNALDO, Mr. RoyBaL, Mr.
PeEPPER, Mr. BorskI, Mr, ST GERMAIN, Mrs.
Lroyp, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. MorrisoN of
Connecticut, Mr. Nowak, Mr. WEAVER, Mr.
MRAZEK, Mr. GuariNi, Mr. FoGLIETTA, MTr,
Rog, Mr. Evans of Illinois, Mr. WEiss, Mr.
FRANK, Mr. pE Lvuco, Mr. BeviLr, Mr,
Towns, Mr. ENncLISH, Mr. Rosg, Mr, MATSUI,
Mr. BARNES, Mr. WiLriams, Mr. FieLps, and
Mr. KANJORSKI.

H.J. Res. 401: Mr. HusBarD, Mr. GREGG,
Mr. SYNAR, Mr. Evans of Iowa, Mrs. KEN-
NELLY, Mr. SWINDALL, Mr. RowLaAND of Geor-
gia, and Mr. FOWLER.

H.J. Res. 409: Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr. DORGAN
of North Dakota, Mr. MaTsvr, Mrs. KENNEL-
LY, Mr. FLirro, Mr. KOoSTMAYER, Ms. OAKAR,
Mr. ErpreicH, Mr. O'Brien, Mr. Younc of
Florida, Mr. DwYER of New Jersey, Mr. AN-
NUNZIO, Mr. FranNk, Mr. HorToN, Mr.
CARNEY, Mr. Fazio, Mr. HENRY, Mr. GaLLoO,
Mr. WorTLEY, Mr. DornNaN of California,
Mr. DysoN, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. Howarp, Mr.
Rog, Mr. DiNGeELL, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. SUNIA,
Mr. LacoMARSINO, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. ECKART
of Ohio, Mr. PorTER, Mr. McGRATH, Mrs.
CoLLINs, Mr. HucHES, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr.
DeWINE, Mrs. BenTLEY, Mr. Biacci, Mr.

-KOLTER, and Mr. BATEMAN.

H. Con. Res.
SAVAGE.

H. Con. Res. 129: Mr. DornNaN of Califor-
nia, Mr. RITTER, and Mrs. JOHNSON.

H. Con. Res. 180: Mr. OriN, Mr. COUGHLIN,
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. MINETA, Mr. PEPPER, and
Mrs. LLoYD.

H. Con. Res, 213: Mr. GINGRICH.

H. Res. 165: Mr. TRAFICANT.

H. Res. 234: Mr. BurToN of Indiana.

H. Res. 260: Mr. ZscHAU.

H. Res. 304 Mr. HiLLis, Mr. SILJANDER,
Mr. FisH, Mr. PETrRI, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
SoromMoN, Mr. DornNan of California, Mr.
WHITTAKER, Mr. FRANK, Mr. PORTER, Mr.
CaMPBELL, Mr. MapicaN, Mr. LEviNg of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. SKEEN.

101: Mr. EpGar and Mr.
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AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

HR.6

By Mr. ENGLISH:

(Amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute (text of H.R. 3670).)
—On page 366, strike lines 8 through 22 and
all that is contained therein and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

“Section 201 of the Flood Control Act of
1970, as amended by Section 153 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1976,
is amended by striking out the last sentence
under the heading 'ARKANSAS-RED
RIVER BASIN' and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: ‘Construction shall not be ini-
tiated on any element of such project in-
volving the Arkansas River Basin until such
element has been approved by the Secretary
of the Army. The chloride control projects
for the Red River Basin and the Arkansas
River Basin shall be considered to be au-
thorized as separate projects with separate
authority under Section 203 of the Flood
Control Act of 1966, as amended." *'.

By Mr. MILLER of California:

(Amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute (text of H.R. 3670).)
—Beginning on page 399, line 6, through
page 411, line 19, delete all of Title XII and
renumber the subsequent titles and sections
accordingly.

—On page 411, delete lines 14 and 15 and re-
number the subsequent sections according-
ly.
—Beginning on page 409, line 6, through
page 411, line 12, delete all of “Subtitle C—
Assistance for State Water Planning and
Management”, and renumber the subse-
quent sections accordingly.

—Beginning on page 399, line 19, through
page 409, line 5, delete all of “Subtitle B—
National Board”, and renumber the subse-
quent sections accordingly.

—(1) On page 399, line 19, delete all through
page 403, line 16.

(2) Beginning on page 403, line 17, insert
the following:

SUBTITLE B—PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS

“Sec. 1221. (a) The Secretary shall estab-
lish by rule, after such consultation with
other interested entities, both Federal and
non-Federal, as the Secretary may find ap-
propriate, principles, standards, and proce-
dures for Federal participants in".

(3) On page 404, line 17T, delete “The
Board” and insert in lieu thereof: “The Sec-
retary of Agriculture".

(4) Starting on page 405, line 3, delete all
through page 407, line 14.

(5) Beginning on page 407, line 15, insert
the following:

“Sec. 1222. (a) Simultaneously with pro-
mulgation or repromulgation of any rule by
the Secretaries under authority of Sec. 1221
of this Act or under authority or".

(6) On page 407, line 21, delete “the
Board” and insert in lieu thereof: “the Sec-
retaries".

(7) Beginning on page 408, line 11, delete
all through page 411, line 19.

—On page 403, line 24, delete “regional eco-
nomic development,” and on page 404, line 1
through line 2, delete “the well-being of the
people of the United States, the prevention
of loss of life,”.

—Page 184, after line 20 insert the following
new section:

“Sec. 631. (a) The Secretary is authorized
and directed to conduct a study on the op-
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portunities for the recovery of costs allocat-
ed to irrigation storage or conservation stor-
age at water resources projects constructed
by the Corps of Engineers. Such study shall
indicate for each project—

“(1) the current status of repayment of re-
imbursable costs;

“(2) how the Secretary intends to recover
the cost allocated to conservation storage or
irrigation storage; and

*“(3) detailed estimates of revenue result-
ing from existing and probable future con-
tracts for such storage.

“(b) The Secretary is further authorized
and directed to submit a report presenting
the current distribution of project benefits,
including irrigation, among project purposes
relative to the original cost allocation for
each project constructed by the Corps of
Engineers which provides water for irriga-
tion and—

“(1) such project has not, by Federal stat-
ute, explicitly been designated, made a part
of, or integrated with a Federal reclamation
project; and

“{2) no project works have been provided
pursuant to Federal reclamation law for the
control or conveyance of an agricultural
water supply.

Such report shall be accompanied by the
views of the Army Audit Agency and shall
include the conclusions and recommenda-
tions of the Secretary regarding administra-
tive, regulatory, and/or statutory means of
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adjusting the cost allocations to more accu-
rately reflect the current use of the project,
including the equitable payment of irriga-
tion capital and operation and maintenance
costs.

“(ec) Not later than eighteen months after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit a report of the studies
required by this section, together with rec-
ommendations, to the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation and the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the
House of Representatives and to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works
and the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources of the Senate.”.

By Mr. PETRI:

(Amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute (text of H.R. 3670).)

—Page 362, strike out lines 14 through 18
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

Sec. 1159. The provisions of section 302 of
this Act shall apply.

—Page 399, after line 5 add the following
new section:

“Sec. 1199K. Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the unpaid balance of prin-
cipal allocated to power for facilities con-
structed by the Secretary, including that
portion of the unpaid balance of principal
for such irrigation facilities to be repaid
from power revenues shall be repaid annual-
ly beginning in fiscal year 1988 at a level not
less than would be required under a
straight-line amortization schedule as ap-

November 5, 1985

plied separately to each investment placed
in service; Provided, That this amortization
schedule may be phased in over several
years, starting in 1988, if necessary to limit
to five percent per year the annual increase
in the revenue requirement that is solely at-
tributable to the increase in scheduled re-
payments required by this section, com-
pared to the most recent repayment sched-
ule approved by the Federal Energy Regula-
tory Commission; Provided further, That
principal repayments may be deferred in
years with low hydroelectric generation,
subject to the same terms and conditions
applicable to deferred payments of inter-
est.”
By Mr. SOLOMON:

(Amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute (text of H.R. 3670).)
—Page 122, after line 19, add the following
new subsection:

(f) If any provision in any report designat-
ed by subsection (a) recommends that Fed-
eral participation in the cost of periodic
beach nourishment extend for more than 15
years following the initial beach fill place-
ment, such provision shall not apply to the
project recommended in such report.

—Page 354, strike out lines 19 through 21,
and renumber succeeding sections accord-
ingly.

—Page 356, line 4, strike out “(1)".

Page 356, line 5, strike out “, and” and all
that follows through the period on line 7
and insert in lieu thereof a period.
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SENATE—Tuesday, November 5, 1985

(Legislative day of Monday, November 4, 1985)

The Senate met at 8:45 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich-
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

Commit thy works unto the Lord
and thy thoughts shall be established.—
Proverbs 16:3.

Father God, thank Thee for the
progress of yesterday. May it continue
that much will be accomplished and
this day end with leaders and Mem-
bers satisfied and without any regrets.
The legislation by its very nature com-
pounds frustration as Senators and
staffs labor to make the best of the in-
evitable. Infuse this Chamber with a
high spirit of unity and cooperation,
lofty motive, and self-discipline. Help
the Senators with hidden emotions
which haunt attitude, actions, and
words. Let the peace of God that
passeth understanding guard their
hearts and minds. Manifest Thyself
faithful Father so that they may know
they are not alone as they seek to
know and do what is right consistent
with the finest statesmanship. Heal
and encourage and make wise and
bless these Thy servants. For the glory
of Thy name. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
distinguished acting Democratic leader
is recognized.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the time
for the majority leader and the minor-
ity leader be reserved for their use
later today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that I have special
order, it that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Evans). The Senator is correct.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
PROXMIRE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Wisconsin is recognized for not more
than 15 minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield to the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina.

CLAIMS OF RETALIATION BY
OPPONENTS OF THE TEXTILE
AND APPAREL TRADE EN-
FORCEMENT ACT OF 1985

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today to address the claims made
by opponents of the Textile and Ap-
parel Trade Enforcement Act of 1985
regarding retaliation by our trading
partners.

Mr. President, all sorts of exorbitant
figures have been employed in an
effort to convince my Senate col-
leagues to oppose this much needed
legislation. Some opponents of the bill
would have us believe that every coun-
try in the world will immediately stop
buying from the United States upon
passage of this bill. In reality, that will
simply not happen.

Retaliation is a form of revenge. It is
an attempt to get even or to get the
upper hand. No country retaliates if
retaliation will result in a weakening
of their own trade position.

In the international trading arena,
retaliation could result when one
nation does not like an action taken by
one of its trading partners. Of course,
a country running a large trade sur-
plus with another country would be
unwise to retaliate against a country
upon which it depends as a market for
its goods. The country having a trade
surplus would simply stand to lose far
too much.

Mr. President, the revised textile bill
would roll back textile and apparel im-
ports from only the three largest tex-
tile and apparel importers into the
United States. Those three countries
had a combined trade surplus with the
United States in 1984 of over $19 bil-
lion. In addition, the 12 producing
countries covered by the bill had a
trade surplus with the United States
in 1984 of over $70 billion. It just
would not make sense for these coun-
tries to risk jeopardizing their large
overall trade surplus with the United
States simply because the rate of
growth of their textile imports into
our country was being held to a mod-
erate, reasonable level.

Some American farmers have been
vocalizing a fear of retaliation from
the passage of textile legislation. Yet
other farmers support its enactment. I
assure you that the last thing I want
to do is hurt our farmers. In my home
State of South Carolina farming is the
No. 1 industry. I come from a farming
background and have always been a
strong supporter of the farmer. Re-
member, foreign nations buy Ameri-
can farm products because our farm-

ers are the most productive in the
world and offer the best product avail-
able in the world. I hardly think other
nations will turn to inferior sources of
supply simply because our country
takes steps to enforce other trade
agreements already on the books.

Recent action taken by the Europe-
an Economic Community [EEC] to cut
back textile imports was effective and
did not result in any retaliation. Their
actions included quota cutbacks and
low growth rates as allowed under the
Multi-Fiber Arrangement. Similarly,
aggressive utilization of these MFA
provisions is mandated under the Tex-
tile and Apparel Trade Enforcement
Act to control the import problem in
this country and should not cause any
retaliation.

Mr. President, our Nation’s industri-
al base is at a crossroads. Are we going
to provide for managed trade in tex-
tile-apparel products or are we going
to turn our backs on the 2 million
Americans employed in this industry
and the additional 2 million Americans
working in related industries? Prompt
passage of legislation that I and 54 of
my colleagues have proposed will ben-
efit our entire Nation by stopping the
export of American jobs without
harming other industries.

In closing, Mr. President, I want to
say this: We are not asking that all im-
ports be cut off. We are merely asking
that they be reduced. I want to make
it clear that we are not asking to stop
imports. We are merely asking to let
them come in at a reasonable, moder-
ate rate which is necessary in our
opinion to preserve the textile-apparel
industry in America.

Again, I point out that the textile in-
dustry in America provides one-tenth
of all manufacturing jobs in the
United States. It provides more jobs
than the automobile industry and the
steel industry combined. It is impor-
tant that it be preserved. Studies show
that at the rate we are going now, in
about 10 years we will probably have
no textile industry. We have to take
these steps to prevent American jobs
from all going overseas.

If we have a war, what will we do
with no American textile-apparel in-
dustry? Where will we get the uni-
forms? Where will we get the tents?
Where will we get all of the other
things such as parachutes that are re-
quired in time of war? We certainly
would not be able to get them from
our enemies.

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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It is essential that we preserve this
vital industry from a national defense
standpoint. The Defense Department
itself says that textiles rank second to
steel in the matter of national defense.
It seems to me our people had better
begin to wake up and think about this.
Now is the time to take necessary
action to preserve these jobs—and to
preserve an industry that is essential
to the survival of the United States.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the time
consumed by my good friend from
South Carolina not be taken out of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

TRADE CRISIS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
want to congratulate my good friend
from South Carolina, the distin-
guished President pro tempore, on his
excellent statement. He is absolutely
right. We are not asking that we ex-
clude all foreign textiles. We are only
asking that the Americans be given
about a 50-percent shot at our own
market. So what the Senator from
South Carolina has been talking about
is very thoughtful and wise. I enthusi-
astically support it.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
want to thank the able Senator from
Wisconsin. I would like to read a letter
that came out in Time magazine on
October 28, 1985, from a professor in
Wisconsin on this very subject. He was
responding to an article in Time maga-
zine which indicated a more or less fa-
voring of free trade. The letter is by
John M. Culbertson, professor, depart-
ment of economics, University of Wis-
consin at Madison, WI.

I do not know whether the Senator
has seen this letter. Has he?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have not seen
that letter. I have great respect and
admiration for Professor Culbertson.
He is one of our real stars, and is rec-
ognized nationally as an expert.

Mr, THURMOND. This is the most
precise statement that I have seen
anywhere. I would like to read this
short letter that he wrote. As I said,
he is responding to a previous article
in Time magazine.

Your article ignores the real cause of the
U.S. trade crisis. OQur products are being un-
dersold by goods from nations that use the
same technology and production methods
we do but have wage rates one-half to one-
tenth as high. In addition, these countries
often subsidize their exports or avoid costly
environmental and safety regulations on
production. Free trade under these condi-
tions has the same effects as free migration.
The only reasonable policy is to insist on
trade that benefits us as well as the coun-
tries that sell to us. Achieving mutually ben-
eficial trade requires limitation on imports
to keep our trade in balance in the face of
the wide differences in national wage levels.
These import limitations are the counter-
part of the immigration limitations that
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prevent an excess inflow of people from low-
wage nations from undermining our stand-
ard of living. In the world as it is, free trade
is as suicidal for a high-income nation as is
free immigration.

Mr. President, I do not think I could
express that better. I do not think
anybody could express it better than
this short letter written by economics
Prof. John M. Culbertson from the
University of Wisconsin.

I want to commend him publicly
today for writing this concise, incisive
article which is right on point. He
comes from the same State as the able
and distinguished Senator here, Sena-
tor PROXMIRE.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
thank my good friend.

RECENT ARMS CONTROL PRO-
POSALS ARE GOING NOWHERE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
recent days the administration has
been issuing a torrent of arms control
proposals for the Geneva summit. In
general the proposals, at least superfi-
cially, appear to be both positive and
significant. They would sharply reduce
certain classes of nuclear weapons by
very substantial amounts. For in-
stance, President Reagan has proposed
to sharply reduce the number of bal-
listic missile warheads on both sides,
keeping them under a ceiling of 6,000
but excepting missiles carried by
bombers. Another Reagan initiative

would stop the United States proposed
Midgetman mobile missile in return
for the Soviet Union dismantling its

55-24 and SS-25 mobile missiles, and
stopping all future mobile missile de-
ployment.

How do these Reagan initiatives
square with the Soviet position? The
first Reagan proposal for the deep
missile cut to 6,000 superficially ap-
pears identical to the Soviet proposi-
tion for a reduction to 6,000 ICBM’s in
both superpower nuclear arsenals.
This has inspired a hope that in spite
of the Reagan record of consistent op-
position to arms control, this adminis-
tration might once again surprise its
critics—including this Senator—by
reaching an agreement that for the
first time in the nuclear age actually
makes big and significant reductions
in nuclear weapons on both sides.

With the Reagan and Gorbachev
proposals there is obviously some real
possibility of arms control progress
here. But wait a minute. There are
also several problems. First, as this
Senator has said many times, the su-
perpower nuclear arsenals are now so
immense and possess such devastating
power and accuracy that a reduction
to 6,000 missiles even if fully achieved
would still leave both sides with far
moere than enough nuclear power to
utterly obliterate the other several
times over. Furthermore, President
Reagan has made his antimissile de-
fense or star wars essential and un-
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touchable. But star wars probably
cannot work at all unless the Soviets
“make our day"” by reducing their of-
fensive nuclear arsenal as President
Reagan proposed. A mutual cut to
6,000 missiles would provide a real
start in making star wars a possible
success. So why would Gorbachev
agree? Even if he did agree what
would be the result? The proposed re-
ductions sound like they herald a new
period of peace and harmony. Actually
they simply recognize how appallingly
excessive both nuclear arsenals have
become and how the time may have
come for both sides simply to retire
their older and more obsolete weap-
ons. Such action would not bring the
world any closer to the prevention of
nuclear war.

The latest Reagan proposal: For
both sides to ban all mobile missiles
has the merit of eliminating all of a
new and potentially fast growing kind
of nuclear weapon system. This could
be a significant step toward the com-
prehensive elimination of whole class-
es of nuclear weapons in the future. It
has several serious shortcomings, how-
ever, This country’s State Department
was reported in Saturday’'s New York
Times to have opposed the Reagan
proposal. Why? First they said it
would never win Soviet acceptance.
Why not? Because the Soviets already
have produced and deployed extensive
mobile missiles in their SS-24 and SS-
25 missiles. We have not significantly-
produced or deployed Midgetman.

Second, the Soviets would have
every reason to resist ending their
mobile missile program. Here is why:
More than 70 percent of Soviet mis-
siles are land based. Most of these are
stationary and therefore highly wvul-
nerable—in fact, sitting ducks. The So-
viets have started to correct that. The
mobility of their new missiles has
begun to give the Soviet deterrent a
much greater survivability. How about
the effect of a mobile missile ban on
this country? Answer: the effect would
be minor. Consider: about three-
fourths of the U.S. nuclear deterrent
is submarine and bomber based. These
missiles are mobile, but they would be
excluded from the Reagan proposal
because they are not land-based
mobile. So the President's proposal
would be very advantageous to the
United States and very disadvanta-
geous to the Soviets.

We have far, far more submarine-
based nuclear charges than the Soviet
Union has, far more.

Second, such experts as Senator
ALBERT GoORE and House Armed Serv-
ices Chairman Les AsriN have fought
hard to achieve the Midgetman mobile
missile the President would now nego-
tiate away. Why do Gore and ASPIN
favor a U.S. mobile land-based missile?
Because Midgetman would presumably
carry a single warhead on each mobile
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land-based missile. This would have
the disadvantage of high cost, but the
very great advantage of maximum in-
vulnerability. Midgetman could sur-
vive a nuclear attack. Why? Because
the missiles would be both numerous
and constantly moving, therefore vir-
tually impossible for an adversary to
mount a first strike that would entire-
ly eliminate this mobile and numerous
Minuteman deterrent. If the President
were to succeed in persuading Secre-
tary Gorbachev to agree to a ban on
mobile missiles, while retaining the
huge U.S. submarine and bomber ad-
vantage—our bomber advantage is
about 5 to 1 in nuclear deployment—in
nuclear weapons deployment, it would
be a truly astonishing military coup
for this country and, of course, for the
Reagan administration. That is exact-
1y why no one should hold his breath
until Secretary Gorbachev agrees to it.

Mr. President, in spite of this
gloomy assessment, there is still genu-
ine hope. After all, no one expected
the Reagan administration to become
the preeminent champion of arms con-
trol. It is easy for this Senator or any
other critic to point to the feeble pros-
pects of stopping the arms race with
the kind of proposals we have seen so
far. But this administration is far and
away the most hostile to arms control
of any that has occupied the top office
in the United States since the dawn of
the nuclear age. Now it is making spe-
cific proposals to reduce nuclear arse-
nals on both sides. That fact indicates
the remarkable and enduring political
strength of arms control sentiment in
this country. The long-term future for

arms control given that underlying
American public opinion support could
eventually provide a genuine and ef-
fective arms control agreement be-
tween the two superpowers.

MYTH OF THE DAY: A DROP IN
FARM PRICES FOR MILK
MEANS LOWER CONSUMER
MILK PRICES

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, a
myth persists that a drop in farm
prices for milk means lower consumer
milk prices. This is a myth, pure and
simple. The fact is that a drop in farm
prices for milk does not mean lower
consumer prices.

Let us look at what the facts reveal.
The dairy price support level was
frozen at $13.10 per hundredweight
from October 1, 1980, up to December
1, 1983. Since December 1, 1983, there
have been three price support cuts to-
taling $1.50 per hundredweight, a dev-
astating plunge of over 11 percent.

So since 1980, with inflation going
up, the farmer has gotten less, sub-
stantially less.

Mr. President, what has happened to
farm milk prices since October 1, 1980?
They have dropped a whopping 8 per-
cent.
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But what about consumer prices
during that same period? While farm
prices for milk have been dropping,
here is what has been happening to
consumer prices for dairy products:

Whole milk retail prices have in-
creased 6.3 percent; butter retail prices
have increased 8 percent; cheese retail
prices have increased 16.8 percent; and
ice cream retail prices have increased
22 percent.

And listen to this, Mr. President: If
the changes in the farm price for milk
had been matched by changes in retail
prices, the consumers of America
would have saved over $10 billion since
October 1980.

That $10 billion has gone right into
the pockets of the processors.

These figures make it crystal clear
that reductions in farm milk prices
have not been passed on to consumers.
Those who say otherwise are myth-
makers.

PETS IN HOUSING

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, a
study of housing managers in the
State of California, carried out by re-
searchers from the University of Cali-
fornia, Davis, shows that pet owner-
ship has not created problems in gov-
ernment-assisted housing. Housing
managers, in fact, reported over-
whelmingly, that the introduction of
pets under a State law passed in 1982
has proceeded smoothly. The study
found that anticipated problems have
not developed. It found that housing
managers give senior citizens excellent
grades for being responsible pet
owners.

These findings, I believe, confirm
the action taken by the Congress in
approving the senior citizen pet owner-
ship provisions which I introduced and
are contained in the 1983 Housing Act.

I still get letters from housing man-
agers saying what a terrible thing this
is, how inconvenient it is, and how in-
considerate it is to other people who
occupy housing units that do not have
pets. But this study, a well-document-
ed study, shows that this has worked
out well.

Of the 50 local housing authorities
affected by the California pet law,
which, like the Federal law, permits
pet ownership 25 reported positive ef-
fects from the legislation, while 17 re-
ported no noticeable change. Only 8—
out of the 50 surveyed—attributed
negative effects to the legislation.

I think it is significant that the
housing authorities which reported
that implementation of the pet law is
going smoothly are the authorities
that had most of the pets. They also
were the authorities which had taken
an active role in carrying out the law.
In contrast, authorities that had fewer
pets and did little to implement the
law, reported more problems. These
findings suggest to me, Mr. President,
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that naysayers are not only wrong,
they invite problems.

The researchers found that housing
authorities which adopted clear pet
policies and enforced them, and
brought together the available com-
munity resources which support pet
ownership, had few compliants about
residents having pets. Their experi-
ence suggests that a housing manage-
ment that: First, adopts clear rules for
keeping pets; second, implements
them consistently and reasonably;
third, makes available basic informa-
tion about pets—for example, which
breeds are most suitable—and respon-
sible pet ownership—for example, ele-
vator etiquette—and fourth, assists in
recruiting resources provided by com-
munity groups such as the local
humane society, and local veterinary,
animal welfare and pet owner associa-
tions is going to find that pet owner-
ship helps make senior residents hap-
pier people—and better tenants.

Managers reported that senior resi-
dents owning pets benefited from the
companionship of the pet, showed
positive changes in mental attitudes,
exercised more regularly, felt more
secure, and generally enjoyed a more
humane environment. This is exactly
what supporters of this legislation pre-
dicted.

At the same time, researchers re-
ported “* * * managers commonly vol-
unteered that the problems they had
anticipated, such as personal injury,
noise or property damage to carpets,
drapes, or furniture simply did not
arise. There was a recurring theme of
surprise and amazement that the legis-
lation has proceeded so smoothly.”

Mr. President, this study of the ef-
fects of pets in governmentally assist-
ed housing conducted by Dr. Lynette
A. Hart and others of the University
of California, Davis, is one of the first
to be conducted since Federal and
State legislation was enacted to bar
discrimination against pet ownership
in assisted housing. Dr. Hart is now
completing a more detailed study.
Other researchers I am sure, will add
to our information in the future.
While I know we have much to learn
in this area, I am confident that what
Dr. Hart found in California will hold
true in the other 49 States: pet owner-
ship makes good sense in housing the
elderly—both for the elderly and for
housing managers.

A SEASON OF EXPECTATION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in a
September 24 letter to the New York
Times editor, Avital Shcharansky
pleaded with our Nation to intervene
on behalf of her husband. Mrs.
Shcharansky left the Soviet Union in
1974. Her husband still remains there
with 400,000 other Soviet Jews held
captive.
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Her husband, Anatoly Shcharansky,
was refused a visa in 1973. In 1977, Mr.
Shcharansky was sentenced to 3 years
in prison and 10 years of hard labor.
Now in a work camp, his life is a
misery of confinement, poor health,
and isolation. His crime was his in-
volvement in organizations monitoring
the Soviet Union’s compliance with
the Helsinki accords.

Avital Shcharansky hopes that in
this time of international summitry,
the rights and lives of hundreds of
thousands of Soviet Jews may also be
considered. She calls this time in his-
tory a “‘season of expectation.”

I am also hopeful that in this
“season of expectation” we can once
again consider the fate of the Geno-
cide Convention. As the terrible pre-
dicament of Anatoly Shcharansky at-
tests, there still remains a widespread
and ugly expression of religious and
racial prejudice in our world.

The Genocide Convention condemns
this kind of despotic denial of human
rights. The convention further re-
stricts similar situations from escalat-
ing into actual acts of genocide. Even
now, Anatoly Shcharansky's health
dangerously weakens from poor diet
and abhorrent living conditions.

Perhaps Mrs. Shcharansky is right.
These are hopeful times;, and I hope
that my colleagues share my expecta-
tion.

Let us push for the prompt ratifica-
tion of the Genocide Convention. Let
us take action before this “season of
expectation” fades into a winter of
doubt.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
GORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. GoRel] is recognized
for not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Chair.

U.S. STRATEGIC GOALS

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, as we ap-
proach the summit meeting between
President Reagan and Secretary Gor-
bachev, I felt it would be useful to
review the goals we have been pursu-
ing in our country since World War II.
There have generally been three stra-
tegic goals possible. No. 1 is superiori-
ty; No. 2 is equality, also described as
parity; and No. 3 is stability.

In the early years of the nuclear
arms race, we had ungquestioned nucle-
ar superiority. In recent years, as the
Soviet Union has matched the nuclear
arsenal of the United States, we have
formally rejected the strategic goal of
superiority. Interestingly, last year, at
the Republican National Convention,
there was a debate over whether or
not the word “superiority’” should be
included in a statement of our goals
for strategic policy. The White House
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agreed with those who wished to
delete that word, “‘superiority,” and in
a press conference, President Reagan
confirmed that his personal view is
that the United States should not now
seek nuclear superiority over the
Soviet Union.

So what are the other two goals,
equality and stability? For the last
decade our tacit goal has been equality
or, stated another way, parity. If we
cannot achieve superiority in the nu-
clear arms race, then at least we could
achieve equality and maintain parity.
This has been thought to be impor-
tant for a number of reasons, not least
among them the fact that political
consequences flow from an absence of
equality or parity.

But in the last several years many
have come to realize that the strategic
goals of equality is by itself insuffi-
cient. That is because even in a condi-
tion of equality one nation can con-
ceivably acquire an advantage from
launching a first strike. This is be-
cause the introduction of highly accu-
rate multiple warhead missiles has
made it possible for one missile in the
arsenal of one superpower to destroy
several missiles in the arsenal of the
other superpower. Both nations use
the rule of thumb which states that at
least two warheads must be used to de-
stroy a missile silo. This is a function
of reliability as well as accuracy and is
generally accepted by both sides.

In the future the introduction of
maneuverable reentry vehicles and
terminal guidance systems may even-
tually change that rule of thumb, but
for the time being the two-for-one rule
is accepted by both nations.

If you look at a simple example,
therefore, you can see how equality
does not necessarily produce stability.
Imagine a simplified strategic relation-
ship where each nation had only three
missiles in its arsenal. Each of these
missiles within the example is based in
silos and each is equipped with six
highly accurate multiple warheads.
Within the terms of this example, the
two nations have forces that are equal
in power, equal in every respect. Yet
the nation which launches one of its
missiles first has the theoretical abili-
ty to apportion its six warheads among
the three silos on the other side using
two of them to destroy the first, two
of them to destroy the second, and the
remaining two to destroy the third. In
the aftermath of such a theoretical
first strike, the nation launching first
would have two-thirds of its missile
force retained. The other nation would
have none of its forces remaining.

That is said to be an unstable situa-
tion. If the nation launching a first
strike can gain a clear advantage from
launching that first strike, then one
does not have stability. Within the
terms of the example I have just cited,
the two nations were equal in every re-
spect, but the relationship between
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them was highly unstable because
either nation could gain an advantage
from launching a first strike.

So the second strategic goal, that of
equality or parity, is by itself insuffi-
cient if our ultimate objective is to
reduce the risk of nuclear war.

The third goal, that of stability, is
the one we should be pursuing. The
Scowcroft Commission assisted in the
formation of a concensus in this coun-
try that rested on a rather precise def-
inition of the term “stability.” Stabili-
ty can be defined as the absence of
first-strike advantages. A stable strate-
gic balance can be found when the re-
lationship between the arsenals of the
two superpowers makes it impossible
for either one of them to gain any con-
ceivable advantage from a first strike.
The means for achieving this relation-
ship is to reduce the ratio of accurate
warheads on one side to weapons that
are targeted on the other side.

Stated another way, our objective is
to increase the price of attack to the
aggressor. The price to attack can be
measured in the number of warheads
required to eliminate the strategic
forces of the other side. If we simulta-
neously reduce the number of war-
heads targeted on the forces of the
other side and increase the number of
targets which the other side has to
aim at, then we are moving toward
strategic stability.

This problem is not merely theoreti-
cal because for the last 20 years in the
United States our strategic dialog has
been shaped by the fear of a Soviet
first strike against our land-based mis-
siles. The scenario which generates
that fear is, of course, wildly unrealis-
tic, but many, including prominently
President Reagan, have cited a theo-
retical Soviet first strike against our
land-based missiles as the principal
reason for instability in our strategic
relationship with the Soviet Union.

The Scowcroft Commission recom-
mended a solution for this particular
instability, a combination of arms con-
trol, a limited deployment of MX mis-
siles, and the deployment of a new
mobile single warhead missile. Calcula-
tions recently completed underscore
the wisdom of the Scowcroft Commis-
sion’s recommendations, for these cal-
culations demonstrate that deploy-
ment of a mobile single warhead mis-
sile in hardened mobile launchers on
military reservations of 5,000 square
miles would raise the Soviet Union’s
cost to attack that missile force to a
level about the number of warheads
owned by the Soviet Union and far
above the level they would retain after
an agreement to reduce their war-
heads.

Yet, in our counterproposal to the
Soviet Union, revealed in the news
media over the weekend, the adminis-
tration is recommending that we
reject the advice of the Scowcroft
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Commission and abandon the strategic
consensus that has been built up over
the last 3 years.

I am told by officials within the ad-
ministration, speaking privately, that
General Scowcroft and members of his
commission were not consulted. I am
told also that Dr. John Deutsch and
members of the panel recently ap-
pointed by the President to review the
status of the Midgetman missile were
also not consulted. I know for a fact
that those within this body and the
other body who have worked closely
with the President for the last 3 years
in strengthening the strategic consen-
sus were also not consulted.

Thus, the strategic consensus so
carefully and deliberately constructed
over the past 3 years was carelessly
tossed aside.

Mr. President, I hope that the signs
of optimism which accompany the
daily news stories about the upcoming
summit meeting will prove to be real-
ized and that we will have an agree-
ment that sharply reduces the risk of
nuclear war. I am concerned, however,
that in a democracy, one cannot sus-
tain a bipartisan strategic consensus
by making frequent and rapid U-turns,
without consultation and without fore-
thought.

The hopes and dreams of every
American will accompany President
Reagan when he goes to Geneva No-
vember 19 and 20. One can hope that
the blueprint he has outlined will
result in an agreement. If it does not,
however, we shall have to continue in
our efforts here at home to build a
strategic consensus that supports mod-
ernization and continued arms control
efforts, and I fear that that will be
more difficult in the wake of the deci-
sions announced over the weekend.

Mr. President, I hope to elaborate on
some of these ideas in other addresses
to this body throughout the remain-
der of the week.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
BAUCUS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Montana is recognized for not to
exceed 15 minutes.

SEPTEMBER, 1985 TRADE
FIGURES

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this ad-
ministration sees the trade issue as a
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political problem to sweep under the
TUug.

I see it as an economic problem to
confront head on.

Last Thursday the Census Bureau
released the U.S. trade (figures
through September 1985.

Those figures revealed once again
that the current administration does
not have a trade policy.

The figures showed that the trade
crisis facing our Nation has reached
record levels. The September deficit
was $15.5 billion, the highest monthly
deficit on record.

And the problem is getting worse.

In the first 9 months of this year,
the accumulated deficit reached $106.6
billion. That figure is $11.1 billion
above the same period last year.

The problem is getting worse on a
country-by-country basis as well.

The trade deficit with Japan was
$5.1 billion, a record for any 1 month.

Japan’s trade deficit for all of 1984
was $37 billion. This year, we have
almost reached that level in 9 months.

The deficit with Canada rose to $2.1
billion. The August figure was only
$1.4 billion.

But, Mr. President, the September
trade figures were not the only signifi-
cant trade release issued last week.

Last week the USTR, pursuant to
legislation passed by Congress last
year, issued a report listing all unfair
trading practices engaged in by our
foreign trading partners.

That report demonstrated dramati-
cally one reason why the September
trade figures were so appalling.

The report listed 227 separate re-
strictions on American exports. That
is 227 good reasons why this adminis-
tration needs to adopt a coherent, ag-
gressive trade policy.

There are a number of reasons for
the frightening trade problem we
face—the dollar is overvalued and the
budget deficit is too high, among
others.

But the USTR's report is a dramatic
reminder that an important source of
the problem is unfair trade barriers.

It is no coincidence that the largest
number of restrictions, 31, were im-
posed by Japan, the country with
whom the United States has the larg-
est trade deficit.

It is no coincidence that our exports
are declining when Korea makes it il-
legal for Korean citizens even to pos-
sess a U.S. cigarette.

It is also no coincidence that we are
losing foreign markets when Taiwan-
ese tariffs often range from 50 to T5
percent.

Mr. President, this catalog of unfair
trading practices reminds us why we
must demand a fairer world trading
system.

The September trade figures remind
us that the administration has failed
utterly to take that action.
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Today I call on the administration to
come forth with a coherent, aggressive
trade policy.

If it does not, these monthly trade
figures will continue to be a monthly
national nightmare.

THE FARM CREDIT SYSTEM
MANAGERS

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, on an-
other matter, I wish to say a few
words about the Farm Credit System.

Over the last few weeks officials of
that System have been extremely
vocal about the financial plight of the
System and about the need for Feder-
al assistance.

Donald Wilkinson, Governor of the
Farm Credit Administration, has
pegged the amount needed to rescue
the Farm Credit System variously be-
tween $5 and $10 billion.

We in Congress are inclined to look
with favor at proposals to extend fi-
nancial assistance to the System be-
cause of our concern for the farmers
of America. The Farm Credit System
holds one-third of all farm debt. We
must be concerned about that debt.

We do not yet have good figures on
the extent of the problem the level of
financial and that will be necessary.
We await final audit figures. But we
are certainly sympathetic.

However, this weekend we discov-
ered that at the very moment when
Farm Credit System officials have
been pleading for Federal aid, they
also have been awarding themselves
handsome raises. According to press
reports these raises have ranged up to
140 percent over the last 5 years. Who
among us would not like to be able to
say our salary had more than doubled
since 1980?

Let us be clear here. This is not a
case of badly underpaid officials final-
ly catching up. Salaries in the Farm
Credit System look pretty good. At
least one regional chief reportedly
earns nearly $190,000.

I would like to know how many
farmers have net incomes of $189,000?

There is little dispute that some of
the Farm Credit System's problems
stem from poor management. Should
those in management positions be paid
such large sums? Should they be re-
warded with magnificent raises?

Mr. President, this is a private
system. The salaries it pays its em-
ployees are not set by government.
But this kind of behavior; this callous
disregard for the plight of the sys-
tem’s constituency is inappropriate. It
can only make us more suspicious.

These stories only reinforce my
belief that reform must accompany
any financial assistance.

I have introduced legislation that
both strengthens local contro! and re-
quires better financial management.
My proposal mandates the use of gen-
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erally accepted accounting principles
and the conduet of annual audits.

In addition, my legislation calls for
the establishment of a Federal Farm
Credit Insurance Corporation (FFIC)
along the lines of FDIC and FSUC.

My bill recognizes that the Farm
Credit System must have the confi-
dence of its farmer borrower-share-
holders and of the financial markets.
It must be well run.

Mr. President, I hope that the
Senate passes my bill, or a vanation of
it. Certainly I'm open to suggestions to
make it better. The bottom line is the
Federal Farm Credit System needs not
only financial assistance, but also
reform.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business for not to extend
beyond the hour of 10 a.m. with state-
ments therein limited to 5 minutes
each.

The Senator from New Hampshire.

MIROSLAV MEDVID

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
over the last week or so the Senator
from New Hampshire and a number of
others in both Houses have been
struggling desperately to convince the
administration to reopen the case of
the Soviet seaman, Miroslav Medvid.

In that connection I shall read into

the REcoRD a letter issued late yester-
day afternoon by the President of the
American Federation of Labor and
Congress of Industrial Organizations,
Mr. Lane Kirkland. The letter is ad-
dressed to the President, dated No-
vember 4.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to you
regarding the very urgent matter of
Miroslav Medvid, the young Ukrainian
sailor who was returned by the U.S. Border
Patrol to the Soviet ship, the Marshal
Konev.

Since his return to Soviet hands sufficient
evidence has arisen to suggest that Mr,
Medvid has in fact clearly sought political
asylum but that his intentions were not
properly conveyed to U.S. immigration offi-
cials.

Mrs. Irene Padoch, a translator for the
Immigration and Naturalization Service, has
indicated that Mr. Medvid had asked U.S.
authorities for political asylum.

Moreover, there is reason to believe that
before his second interview, he was subject-
ed to severe coercion and threats at the
hands of Soviet authorities.

Because this matter appears to be the
source of a great deal of uncertainty and be-
cause there is the danger that an uncon-
scionable injustice may be perpetrated, I
urge you to act now to allow Mr. Medvid to
be removed from the Marsal Konev so that
he can clearly and freely state his views to
U.S. authorities.

If Mr. Medvid truly wants to return to the
USSR, there can be no reason for the Sovi-
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ets to deny him the opportunity to say so
clearly and unequivocally. If, on the other
hand, he wishes to seek asylum he ought to
be permitted the opportunity to do so.

Your intervention would help to alleviate
widespread public concern that a terrible
mistake and grave injustice may have been
committed in this matter.

The stakes in this case are high. We need
recall the case of the Lithuanian sailor
Simas Kudirka, who through an error was
returned to Soviet authorities. Mr. Kudirka
was subsequently sentenced to a decade of
imprisonment for having sought freedom.

I urge you to act to see that justice is done
and Mr. Medvid does not suffer the fate of
Simas Kudirka. Such action is important be-
cause it would send a clear signal that the
U.S. is ready to protect any Soviet citizen
who risks his life in the hope of gaining
freedom on our shores.

Sincerely,
LANE KIRKLAND,
President.

Mr. President, I need not remind my
colleagues that the AFL-CIO is a pow-
erful and large organization, an orga-
nization which has substantial legal
resources available to it. I am certain
that Mr. Kirkland would not have
issued this plea to the President to
reopen the case without having been
advised that there is substantial
grounds for such a reconsideration,
without having been so advised by his
staff attorneys.

I think it adds yet another substan-
tial weight to those efforts to reopen
the case, and I urge my colleagues to
phone the White House, sign the
letter which has been circulated and is
still circulating, to sign a letter urging
the President to reopen this case.

I also advise my colleagues if they
are unaware of it this afternoon at 2
p.m. the Immigraiton and Refugee
Policy Subcommittee of the Judiciary
Committee will be conducting an open
hearing on this very matter, that is,
the case of the Soviet seaman Miroslav
Medvid, and that will be in room 226,
Dirksen Office Building.

THANK YOU TO VOLUNTEERS
FOR KIDS HOT AIR BALLOON
RALLY

Mr. THURMOND. Mr, President, I
should like to take this opportunity to
commend a group of dedicated volun-
teers for their outstanding and suc-
cessful efforts in the first annual
“KIDS Hot Air Balloon Rally” which
took place June 7-9, 1985, in Leesburg,
VA. KIDS, Inc., is a national, nonprof-
it charitable organization whose goal
is to fulfill the wishes of 100 gravely ill
children this year. Toward this pur-
pose, 27 balloonists and their crews, a
host of volunteers, a number of gener-
ous sponsors, and civic emergency unit
teams all worked diligently to ensure
that the KIDS Balloon Rally was both
safe and enjoyable for the several
thousand spectators who attended.

I particularly wish to commend Cap-
itol Hill Police Officer Bob Fitzpa-
trick, who served as master of ceremo-
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nies, and Ms. Pat Perry of Congress-
man JiM WRricHT's office, who orga-
nized the accompanying attractions at
the rally. Capitol Hill Police officers
Bill Dirks, Tom Galifaro, and Bob Din-
dorff, Mrs. Beth Fitzpatrick; Mr. Rick
Pasciuto; and Ms. Tammy Rives all
volunteered an enormous amount of
time and effort to make the event a
success.

Sponsors of the organization and
event include Anton Motors; BDM
International, Inc.; the Adolph Coors
Co.; Gould Electronics, Inc.; Hughes
Aircraft Co.; Kodak; McDonnell Dou-
gles; R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co.; Rock-
well International, Inc.; and the Vir-
ginia Financial Group. The Loudoun
County Volunteer Fire Department
and Rescue Service, and the Leesburg
and Loudoun County Sheriffs’ depart-
ments all donated time and effort to
ensure that the event was safe for all
involved. In addition, many balloon
pilots donated their prize money back
to KIDS. As a member of the board of
advisors for KIDS, Inc., I extend my
congratulations on an outstanding
event to all who worked so industri-
ously and gave so generously to assist
children who cannot assist themselves.

EARL DOVE ELECTED CHAIR-
MAN OF THE AMERICAN
TRUCKING ASSOCIATION

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I have
recently learned that a fellow Alabam-
ian, S. Earl Dove of Dothan, has been
unanimously elected to serve as chair-
man of the American Trucking Asso-
ciations.

Earl, chairman of the board of AAA
Cooper Transportation, is a past first
vice chairman, vice president at large,
and Alabama vice president to ATA. In
addition, he has served on the ATA
special carrier committee to study the
structure of the association, and as
chairman of the Dues Restructure
Committee.

Earl has lived most of his life in
Dothan, and has been involved in
trucking most of his life. In 1972, he
and his brother brought their father’s
interest in AAA Cooper, which was
founded in 1955.

Besides his involvement with the
American Trucking Associations, Earl
Dove has served as chairman of the
Alabama Trucking Association. In
1982, that group named him to receive
their Distinguished Service Award.

Mr. President, Earl has also been
active in his community and State. He
serves as a member of the advisory
panel to the University of Alabama's
Chair of Transportation, and is a
member of the board of trustees of
Mobile College. In 1982, he was named
a distinguished alumnus of the Univer-
sity of Tennessee. Earl is a director of
the Alabama Baptist Foundation and
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is active in the First Baptist Church of
Dothan and other civic projects.

Mr. President, Earl Dove has done a
great deal for both his State and his
industry. His recent honor is certainly
well deserved, and I would like to com-
mend my friend for it.

I ask unanimous consent that an ar-
ticle from the Dothan Eagle be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
REcoORD, as follows:

DotHAN MaAN NaMED TO TRUCKING BOARD

S. Earl Dove, chairman of the board of
AAA Cooper Transportation of Dothan, was
unanimously elected chairman of American
Trucking Association in Honolulu, Hawaii,
Thursday.

ATA is the national federation of the
trucking industry, with an affiliate in each
state, representing all types of carriers, both
private and for hire.

Dove’s connections with the trucking in-
dustry, at both state and national level, go
back many years. Formerly first vice chair-
man, vice president at large and Alabama
vice president to ATA, Dove has been in
trucking all his life. At age 14, he took his
first job handstuffing freight bills. In 1972,
he and his brother, Mack, bought their fa-
ther's interest in AAA Cooper, which was
founded in 1955.

In recent years, Dove has served on two
major ATA committees—the special carrier
committee to study the structure of the as-
sociation, and he chaired an outgrowth
project, the dues restructure committee.

In addition to serving ATA directly, Dove
has been an active participant in the affairs
of several of its affiliated conferences. He is
a member of the board of governors of the
Regular Common Carrier Conference, and is
chairman of its Economic Research Com-
mittee. He also is a member of the Regional
and Distribution Carriers Conference.

In Alabama, Dove has served as chairman
of the Alabama Trucking Association after
holding each of that group's other elective
offices. He was awarded the Alabama Asso-
ciation’s Distinguished Service Award in
1982.

Although he was born in Los Angeles,
Dove has lived most of his life in Dothan.
After finishing high school, he attended the
University of Tennessee, from which he
graduated with a degree in transportation.
In 1982, he was awarded the school’s Distin-
guished Alumni award.

Dove is an advisory panel member to the
University of Alabama chair of transporta-
tion. He also is a member of the board of
trustees of Mobile College.

Dove is director of the Alabama Baptist
Foundation and is active in the First Baptist
Church of Dothan and other civic projects.
He also served in the U.S. Air Force and re-
mains a skilled pilot.

He and his wife, Bobbie, have two sons
and two daughters, all grown, and two
grandchildren.

A PROFILE OF SENATOR JOHN
C. STENNIS

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
most Members of this body are rela-
tively new to the decorum and tradi-
tion in which the Senate and its work
are steeped. After a short time, of
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course, we learn the ways of the
Senate and adjust to them.

There are those among us, however,
who are not new to these grand and
historic traditions; they are in fact a
part of them. A few of our distin-
guished colleagues have served here
through generations, and to those
senior Members of the Senate, we owe
our deepest respect.

I was particularly pleased to read in
this morning's New York Times an ar-
ticle about the distinguished senior
Senator from Mississippi, Senator
JoHN StENNIS. This profile of Senator
STENNIS pays tribute to the exception-
ally fine character and integrity of the
man whose wisdom and ability we all
know so well. This month, the Senator
from Mississippi will pass Richard Bre-
vard Russell’s record of 38 years and 9
days as a Member of this body, making
him second in seniority only to the
great Senator Carl Hayden of Arizona.
As that tremendous milestone ap-
proaches, I should like to salute our
revered colleague from Mississippi.
Mr. President, JOHN STENNIS is an in-
spiration to all of us, and I ask that
the article “Wisdom in Judgment, 38
Years in the Making” from the New
York Times be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Nov. 4, 1985]
WispoM 1IN JUDGMENT, 38 YEARS IN THE
MAKING
(By Steven V. Roberts)

WasHINGTON, November 3.—When Senator
Richard B. Russell died in office on Jan. 21,
1971, he had served in the Senate for 38
yvears and 9 days. That record placed the
Georgia Democrat second on the Senate's
seniority list behind Carl Hayden of Arizo-
na, who held office for more than 41 years.

Today, Senator John C. Stennis of Missis-
sippi occupies Mr. Russell's old office and
sits at Mr, Russell’s old desk, a huge mahog-
any table that easily seats a dozen Senators.
The office building is named for Mr. Rus-
sell, one of the most respected legislators of
his generation.

On Nov. 15, Mr. Stennis will pass Mr. Rus-
sell's record, and while the Mississippi Dem-
ocrat takes pride in his longevity, he does
not want any fuss made about it.

ALL-AROUND A STATESMAN

“With all deference to everyone,” Mr.
Stennis said the other day, "Russell was the
No. 1 man that I have been associated with
in all this tenure in the Senate. He was all-
around a statesman and a gentleman and a
very able man."

Today, many legislators would use the
same words about Mr. Stennis. He is the un-
disputed patriarch of the Senate, a teacher
to younger members and a conscience for
the entire institution. He seldom makes na-
tional headlines, but he wields considerable
influence in the Senate itself. And that in-
fluence comes from the quality of his per-
sonal judgment, not from the quantity of
his television appearances.

Mr. Russell noticed Mr. Stennis in his first
year in the Senate, when the young Missis-
sippian wrote a report on a civil rights bill.
As a result, Mr. Russell picked Mr. Stennis
to lead off the floor debate for the South-
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ern bloc, an unusual honor for a junior leg-
islator.

IT WAS UNTHINKAELE

“Well, good Lord, the telephone went
ringing around at my office, the press was
calling,” Mr. Stennis recalled with some
glee. “The word had gone out that I was
going to open the debate. It was unthink-
able.”

Within a year or two, Mr. Russell had
found places for his protégé on his own
committees, Appropriations and Armed
Services. “Well, the vacancies were there,
and he just filled them about the way he
wanted,” Mr. Stennis recalled. “He was a
great worker, but he needed somebody of
similar thought along with him, I think."”

Those common ideas included unswerving
support for the military, and for the Presi-
dent, particularly in foreign policy matters.
Mr. Stennis was shaped by the post-World
War II era, before Vietnam and Watergate
soured the relationship between the White
House and Capitol Hill, and today he says
that he never tries to “second guess” a
President.

I LEAN WITH THE PRESIDENT

“I lean with the President on our system
of Government,"” said Mr. Stennis, in terms
that many modern Senators would consider
old-fashioned. “Makes no difference who he
is. I would back those fellows on a lot of
things.”

Mr. Stennis also shared with Mr. Russell a
Southern viewpoint on race relations, and
he did not vote for his first civil rights bill
until 1982, when he was running for re-elec-
tion. But he has adjusted to the changing
climate of his home state and now runs well
among black voters.

The Senator has also seen many changes
in the Senate, and in his view, most of them
have been for the worse. He remembers the
Senate of a generation ago as a “well-or-
dered parliamentary body that operated
strictly under the rules."”

MORE TIME ON OTHER TASKS

Today, Mr. Stennis asserts, the legislative
load in fields like education and health has
grown enormously. Constituents are able to
hop on an airplane and demand a slice of
their Senator’'s day. And the skyrocketing
cost of campaigning causes legislators to
spend more and more time raising money.

“So we are not the deliberative body that
we were,” the Senator added. "It is a rush
job all the time.”

Mr. Stennis came to a Senate dominated
by barons like Mr. Russell, who had patient-
ly worked their way up through the seniori-
ty ladder. Now that he is at the top of the
ladder, however, Mr. Stennis finds himself
surrounded by a new breed of legislators,
who refuse to wait their turn or hold their
tongue.

*“I am not blaming them,” he said of his
junior colleagues. “They come here on the
average well-educated. But they don't have
the maturity, if I may use that term. They
don't have the experience in public affairs
that the old-timer had. It takes time to
mature.”

NOW THEY'RE BENDING RULES

Moreover, Mr. Stennis added, some of
these newcomers have become so adept at
“bending the rules” that at times, the
Senate seems paralyzed, a giant enmeshed
in its own traditions of unfettered debate.

Perhaps, the Senator mused, the lack of
maturity on the Senate floor is related to
the changing atmosphere in the cloakroom,
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the private precinct just off the Senate
floor.

“Well, we used to be back there guite a bit
and talk to each other, explain bills to each
other, ask each other gquestions about mat-
ters they saw in the press, and we would
train and educate each other,” Senator
Stennis recalled. “Well, I was in there not
long ago and there were about 14 Senators
in there. And there wasn't a soul talking to
each other. They were all looking at the tel-
evision."”

HE GOT 60 PERCENT OF VOTE IN 1982

Mr. Stennis faced a stiff challenge for re-
election in 1982, but he raised almost $1 mil-
lion, made his first television commercials,
and would up winning over 60 percent of the
vote. Last year, his left leg was removed be-
cause of a malignant tumor, but his health
seems sound and if he wants to run again in
1988, his seat is probably safe.

Asked for his reflections on his impending
milestone, Mr. Stennis replied: “Well, I am
proud that I did have the opportunity to
become a member of the Senate. I've ex-
pressed it one time that my work is my play,
and my play is my work. I used to think a
man that was in his 80's was an old man, but
I've changed my mind about that.”

Then his weathered face crinkled into a
smile. “I may make a career out of this
thing yet,” said the patriarch. “I'm thinking
about it.”

SOUTH AFRICA

Mr. LAXALT. Mr. President, I call
attention of my colleagues to one of
the best articles written recently in
the American press about the situa-
tion in South Africa, an article by Ms.
Karen Elliott House in the Wednes-
day, October 30, 1985, Wall Street
Journal. Ms. House, the Journal's for-
eign editor, could never be accused of
being proapartheid, as many here in
Congress have been labeled because
we want to see a peaceful solution to
the problems within South Africa
wherein individual rights of all peo-
ples, regardless of race, would be pro-
tected.

Many in both bodies of Congress
have seen the struggle in South Africa
simply as a civil rights struggle, remi-
niscent of problems within our own
country during the 1950’s and 1960’s.
Fortunately, as the polls have shown,
even polls among black voters, most
Americans have been discerning
enough to know that there was more
there than meets the eye. This sixth
sense, which more often than not
serves the American people well, is
now creeping into the consciousness of
many in the House and Senate who
voted so quickly for economic sanc-
tions against the South African Gov-
ernment only a few months ago.

I now believe that Members of both
parties—and both Houses—are much
more willing to consider all the com-
plexities of the situation in South
Africa. For that reason, I and my col-
league from Wyoming [Senator
WarrLor]l, commend the reading of this
article to them.
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I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Oct. 30,

19851
DoN't PusH SOUTH AFRICA TO THE WALL
(By Karen Elliott House)

PreTORIA.—It's 2 whole lot easier to exert
public political pressure than it is to fashion
political solutions.

Nowhere is this so evident as in South
Africa today, where the U.S. is trying to put
the political and economic screws to the
white Afrikaner government to speed the
dismantling of apartheid and force the shar-
ing of political power with the country's
black majority.

But two weeks of travel throughout South
Africa indicates the pressure isn't working.
Indeed, it's having precisely the opposite
effect. America's political strictures and eco-
nomic sanctions have simply served to
harden the attitudes of those who hold
power, to raise unrealistic expectations
among those who seek power, and to
damage the economic fortunes and futures
of the great majority of South Africans
caught in between.

There is little doubt that this society and
its abhorrent system of apartheid are going
to change. Even the most hard-line Afrika-
ners see the handwriting on the wall and
are talking about reaching accommodations
that will leave the segregated in some white
“homeland” enclave much like those apart-
heid has created for the blacks. Less mili-
tant whites—and there are many more of
these—hope for a multiracial society inevi-
tably ruled by the black majority, but with
some protection for white and other minori-
ties. The only real issue here is when such
change will take place, not whether, and the
when is a matter of years, not generations.
Yet in its rush to hasten change, America
risks pushing the South African economy
further along a downward spiral so that
;he;'e will be little left for the victors to in-

erit.

CLINGING TO SURVIVAL

Already the signs of suffering are every-
where as South Africa’'s economy, plagued
by continued drought and depressed gold
prices, grinds to a virtual standstill, In New
Brighton, the bleak, black township near
Port Elizabeth, a black man in his 40s has
fashioned a makeshift outdoor barber shop
from two pieces of rusted metal.

It’s midafternoon and the wind is whip-
ping garbage down the unpaved streets as
the barber finally gets to shear the head of
his first customer. In a good week, the
barber earns 20 rand, or about $8, barely
enough to buy a bit of food for himself, his
wife and five children. Until a year ago
when the construction firm where he
worked closed, he earned 200 rand a month.
The barber is just one of many clinging to
survival in an area where black unemploy-
ment is estimated at 60%.

The government has announced a 600 mil-
lion rand employment program and prom-
ises sharp jumps in spending for better
black schools and housing. But if these
promises are to become a reality, South Af-
rica’s economy must grow—and grow faster
than the population, which is increasing 3%
a year.

Businessmen and government officials all
agree that the maximum economic growth
possible without foreign investment is 3%.
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In other words, just enough to preserve the
status quo; not enough to improve the lot of
blacks.

To the extent that a bigger slice of the pie
for blacks comes at the expense of whites—
and it must if the pie isn’t expanding—racial
tensions are bound to rise. Sanctions and
disinvestment cripple the economy, and the
greatest pain is borne by its weakest and
most marginal members—who are black.
This obviously breeds frustration, anger and
violence. The violence erodes international
confidence in the economy, lending to fur-
ther reductions in investment that lead to
more layoffs, more anger and more violence.

In short, it's easier to sit in America and
argue the moral justification for applying
economic pressure to South Africa than it is
to walk through the streets of New Brigh-
ton or Soweto and see the mounting practi-
cal effects.

Beyond all this, the U.S. insistence on eco-
nomic sanctions and disinvestment also is
hardening the right wing, which, like it or
not, holds the reins of power in South
Africa. Enlightened self-interest should lead
the government to continue and accelerate
reforms. And, in fact, it has. The decisions
over the past two years to give the vote to
coloreds and Indians, to legalize mixed-race
marriages and to allow black labor unions
all are due more to internal economic reali-
ties than to external pressure. “They [the
Afrikaner establishment] discovered they
couldn't run the country alone,” says Zach
de Beer, a director of Anglo American Corp.
and a consistent critic of apartheid.

Undeniably, South African President P.W.
Botha is a man of limited vision. And he
shows little understanding of the serious-
ness of the economic situation. During a
recent interview he repeatedly insisted that
the continuing decline of the rand isn't the
result of dwindling international confidence
in South Africa but rather the result of a
rising dollar. (In recent weeks, of course, the
dollar has been declining.)

But from all appearances and in the view
of many thoughtful South Africans, Mr.
Botha is a spent force. He has gone as far as
he can go with admittedly limited reforms,
which still don't tackle the heart of this hu-
miliating system of racial segregation. Now
he wastes his time being bitter that instead
of praise, he receives only increased pres-
sure from America. The betting is he'll step
aside in a year or so. Given pressures inside
the ruling National Party, as well as those
from its liberal opponents and the business
community, more significant reform seems
inevitable though probably still slower than
Americans and black victims of apartheid
would like.

Regardless, Americans should resist the
impulse to try to force a faster pace of
change. Already, righteous rhetoric in Con-
gress and presidential pronouncements
about the impending doom of apartheid are
creating unrealistic expectations among
blacks,

And that worries even apartheid's more
ardent opponents. “Blacks are getting the
idea that external pressure and the non-
governability of the townships will give
them victory just around the corner,” says
Helen Suzman, a tiny but tough woman in
her 60s who is the longest sitting member of
Parliament and the grande dame of anti-
apartheid. “The risk is that Western powers
are inadvertently encouraging blacks to
launch violence against whites, and then
the government is really going to unleash
its terrible power on these kids.”
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A young black man on the Student Repre-
sentative Council of Peninsula Technical In-
stitute near Capetown says, “We're going to
bring down this oppressive, capitalist regime
faster than anyone thinks.” Why is he so
confident? “America is with us,” he replies.

But American isn't with them. The Ma-
rines aren’t going to land in Soweto or New
Brighton or any other black township if the
South African defense forces, mightiest in
all Africa, are unleashed on blacks. All they
can expect is a rush to the television cam-
eras by congressmen, Reagan administra-
tion officials and American business men to
deplore from a safe distance the killings of
blacks.

Another reason for the U.S. to forswear
more sanctions—and sanctimonious rheto-
ric—is that, historically, pressure hasn't
worked very well. Rhodesia survived nearly
15 years of sanctions. Israel has survived
more than 30 years of economic and politi-
cal pressures from much of the world.
Whether it's the Soviet Union or Taiwan,
Iran or Nicaragua, no national power struc-
tures have proved very vulnerable to eco-
nomic and political pressures from outsid-
ers. Perhaps if every nation in the world re-
fused any commerce or contact with white
South Africa the regime would collapse
quickly, but that seems far-fetched in a real
world in which even black African nations
are openly or surreptitiously trading with
South Africa.

The U.S. also should drop its insistence
that the white government negotiate with
terrorist. It's hypocritical to ask South
Africa to negotiate with the African Nation-
al Congress, which vows the violent over-
throw of the white government, when the
U.S. doesn’'t press Israel to negotiate with
the Palestine Liberation Organization, be-
cause it vows the destruction of Israel.
Clearly America isn't standing on principle.
It's simply letting domestic politics dictate
foreign policy. American Jews and their sup-
porters oppose talks with the proviolence
PLO. American blacks and their supporters
favor talks with the pro-violence ANC. The
point isn't that consistency is necessarily an
absolute virtue, but rather that negotiating
with terrorist is generally a mistake. Like
Yasser Arafat, exiled ANC leader Oliver
Tambo, safe in Zambia, repeatedly calls for
youths to give their lives for the struggle.

INHERIT THE RUINS

The more the U.S insists on negotiations
with the ANC, the more it strengthens the
violent extreme and undermines the moder-
ate middle. Indeed, already Mr. Tambo is
greeted as a hero at various international
gatherings. South African businessmen
traipse to Lusaka, Zambia, for a word with
the exiled leader, who pointedly repeats his
determination to dismantle not just apart-
heid but capitalism as well. Meanwhile,
Chief Mangosuthu Buthelezi, leader of Afri-
ca's largest black tribe, the Zulus, is
shunned by many South African business-
men and most international groups. Why?
Basically, because he's a moderate who,
while opposing apartheid, doesn’t believe it
makes sense to destroy the country in order
to inherit the ruins a little faster.

Once the U.S. insists the ANC is the legiti-
mate voice of black Africans, then the ANC
becomes the only group with whom the Pre-
toria government can negotiate if it wants
to retain some measure of international ap-
proval and investment. Yet the ANC has
made it clear it isn't interested in sharing
power, just seizing power.

Finally, America must be true to its belief
that it is the rights of the individual that
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are sacred, rather than the interests of any
particular group. South Africa long ago
made the mistake of structuring its society
on the rights, or lack of them, of racial
groups. The U.S. shouldn't participate in
schemes that simply transfer power from
one racial group to another, while still guar-
anteeing no protection for the individual—
regardless of color.

THE BAILEY BROTHERS: A “PO-
LICEMAN'S POLICEMAN" AND A
“SHERIFF'S SHERIFF"

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise
today, first of all, in recognition of the
recently announced retirement of Leo
Bailey, police chief of the city of Flor-
ence, AL. Chief Bailey, who assumed
his position in September 1974, will
step down on December 31 because of
health reasons.

During his more than 11 years as
chief of police, Leo Bailey has shown
that he is truly a “policeman’s police-
man.” When he first took over the
Florence Department, it numbered 47
officers. Today, largely because of
Chief Bailey's leadership, it has grown
to be 92 strong, and is well-known for
its effectiveness and professionalism.

Chief Bailey's organizational abili-
ties, leadership by example, and talent
for attracting other outstanding law
enforcement officers to join him in
Florence have all contributed to the
positive situation he will leave his suc-
cessor. The new police chief will find a
department where each officer has a
great deal of pride in his work and his
department’s reputation, and feels a
part of a dedicated, resourceful, and
successful team.

I would like to congratulate Chief
Bailey on his many outstanding years
of service. In addition, Mr. President,
as a native of Tuscumbia, which is lo-
cated just across the Tennessee River
from Florence, 1 want to personally
thank the chief for all he has done to
help make the shoals area an even
better place to live.

At this time, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an editorial
from the Florence Times and Tri-
Cities Daily regarding Chief Bailey's
retirement be printed in full at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Florence Times and Tri-Cities
Daily, Sept. 22, 1985]
Goop Jos, CHIEF

Police Chief Leo Balley sald he's ready to
do some fishing. He can certainly leave the
Florence police department with a sense of
having done the job he was hired to do, and
more.

Bailey announced Thursday that he’ll
retire effective Dec. 31 because of health
reasons. He has been incapacitated for sev-
eral months by a heart attack and a stroke.
We are sorry to see him go, but appreciate
his putting the good of the department and
the city at the forefront of his decision.
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Florence owes Bailey a debt of gratitude.
During his 12-year tenure, the department
has nearly doubled its staff in order to meet
the needs of the city. It is a professional de-
partment.

And that is the crucial accomplishment
during his years. Like all police depart-
ments, this one has its ups and downs. But
it is a good department. The past dozen
years have seen it become even more con-
scious of its responsibilities to Florence resi-
dents. Officers are alert, responsive and
courteous in a business where courtesy
often demands a superhuman effort. Train-
ing is on-going. On the whole, officers are
always looking for ways to improve. That
adds up to a better department.

Like all good chiefs Bailey has tried to
meet the changes that a city inevitably goes
through. He has been dedicated to Florence.
He put his heart and soul into the work, and
his accomplishments are best seen by step-
ping back and glancing over the years.

The search for a new chief will begin im-
mediately. Whoever gets the job will have a
good foundation from which to work,
thanks to Bailey.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the con-
tributions which the Bailey family
have made to law enforcement in Ala-
bama are not, however, limited to
those of Chief Leo Bailey, but also in-
clude the many achievements of his
brother, Sheriff Melvin Bailey of Jef-
ferson County.

Sheriff Bailey's law enforcement
career began in 1946, as a member of
the Birmingham Police Department.
In 1962, after gaining a wide range of
experience within the department, he
resigned and ran for the office of sher-
iff. Today, he is working toward the
end of his sixth 4-year term, and
shows no signs of slowing down.

Sheriff Bailey is regarded as one of
the truly outstanding sheriffs in
America. On many occasions, he has
been called to Washington to testify
before various committees on matters
dealing with the problems of law en-
forcement. Just as his brother is truly
a “policeman’s policeman,” Mel Bailey
can be accurately described as a ‘‘sher-
iff’s sheriff.”

During his six terms as sheriff of our
State’s most populous county, the de-
partment has grown to number more
than 500 people, with a budget of
more than $13 million. Sheriff Bailey
has also stressed the inclusion of new
technology in the operations of his de-
partment. Under his leadership, the
department will move into a new
criminal justice building next year,
along with the district attorney's
office, and the judges of the State’s
tenth circuit court. The sheriff has
also stressed the importance of educa-
tion in fighting crime, encouraging his
workers to seek college and advanced
degrees, and setting an excellent ex-
ample by seeking his own degree in po-
litical science.

Mr. President, my home State is
indeed lucky to have had the benefits
of the leadership abilities of the
Bailey brothers, a ““policeman’s police-
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man' and a “sheriff's sheriff.” I com-
mend them both on their many ac-
complishments and their civic dedica-
tion. Seldom will you see one family
produce two people so outstanding in
the same field, and I know all of their
family and friends join me in these
congratulations.

NOMDA AND OFFICE EQUIP-
MENT MANUFACTURER
AGREEMENT

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I wish to
bring to the attention of my col-
leagues in the Senate the news of a de-
velopment which I believe to be a posi-
tive step for manufacturers, retail
dealers, and consumers in the high-
technology business equipment indus-
try; a development which in large
measure resulted from the Commerce
Committee's consideration of legisla-
tion I introduced in this and two previ-
ous Congresses.

The National Office Machine Deal-
ers Association, known to its friends as
NOMDA, has released a dealer/manu-
facturer statement of principles. This
statement of principles was developed
by a special task force composed of
representatives of five office machine
dealer members and six major compa-
nies which are associated members of
NOMDA.

The statement of principles consti-
tutes a voluntary code of conduct, the
purpose of which is to promote, devel-
op and maintain a fair and equitable
relationship among manufacturers,
distributors, independent office prod-
uct dealers and end users.

These principles represent a consen-
sual positive step toward the resolu-
tion of major concerns addressed by
the legislation I have sponsored in
three Congresses. Although this legis-
lation has not yet been enacted, its in-
troduction generated intensive review
by the Commerce Committee, includ-
ing hearings at which the relevant
issues were examined by witnesses on
all sides. Dealers and manufacturers in
this great and growing industry were
able to examine the issues and see
what the various options were for re-
solving them. With my encouragement
and that of several of my colleagues
on the committee, both sides have pru-
dently moved toward a resolution of
the dispute through voluntary negoti-
ations.

The end-product of these negotia-
tions now assures that dealers know
their legitimate concerns are acknowl-
edged by their suppliers, thus avoiding
a legislative remedy at this time.

I am hopeful that this statement of
principles will meet with wide accept-
ance in the business equipment indus-
try. I believe that the impressive rep-
resentation of dealer and manufactur-
er leaders on the NOMDA task force
will contribute to such acceptance.
The task force that drafted the state-
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ment included representatives of Digi-
tal Equipment Corp., IBM Corp.,
Sharp Electronics Corp., Panasonic In-
dustrial Co., Minolta Corp., and Adler-
Royal, as well as Mr. Thomas A.
Russo, Sr., NOMDA president, Robert
E. Todd, Sr., NOMDA vice president,
Mr. Robert C. Goldberg, NOMDA
legal counsel, Mr. Bill Matthews, Sr.,
NOMDA treasurer, Mr. A. Gordon
Adams, NOMDA member, and Mr.
Paul Williams, NOMDA secretary.

Mr. President, I am very pleased
that we have arrived at this point, and
I believe it fair to say that we would
not have been as successful without
the encouragement provided by the
legislation I introduced, and by the
Commerce Committee's interest in
this legislation over the past few
years.

I ask unanimous consent that the at-
tached copy of the “NOMDA Dealer/
Manufacturer Statement of Princi-
ples” be included in the REecorp fol-
lowing this colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1).

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
rise to join Senator EXoN in congratu-
lating all of the office machine dealers
and manufacturers involved in devel-
oping the new dealer/manufacturer
statement of principles. I could not be
more pleased that the legislative
effort we mounted together to address
the concerns of the retail dealer com-
munity could result in such a widely-
supported voluntary program.

I am proud to have had the opportu-
nity to work with Senator Exon and
others to address concerns in this vital
industry. The Commerce Subcommit-
tee on Business, Trade and Tourism,
which I chair, had scheduled hearings
on Senator Exon’s legislation. Howev-
er, in light of the recent voluntary
agreement between the interested par-
ties, we have canceled those hearings.

I am pleased that the NOMDA task
force was able to work out a compro-
mise in lieu of Federal legislation. The
problems in this area are very real and
have been the focus of congressional
debate for 5 years. We have worked
long and hard on the issue. I am
pleased that, under Senator ExXoN’s
leadership, a workable solution was
reached.

Many members of the committee
participated actively in the hearings
and assisted in both airing the issues
and developing a solid record. Out of
this process came a better understand-
ing on all sides, and a constructive
effort to develop a solution. I hope
this will be the last time we need to
address this issue in Congress.

Some of the major and commenda-
ble individual provisions of this volun-
tary code urge participate in this in-
dustry:

To act as reasonable business persons in
complying with their contractual obliga-
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tions, acting fairly and equitably through-
out the course of, and in terminating, their
relationship.

To treat the end user in a fair and equita-
ble manner.

To formulate any dealer performance
measurement [which often take the form of
quotas] upon a fair and rationale business
basis. . , .

To [have] the Manufacturer continue to
make appropriate replacement parts and
manuals available to authorized selling and
servicing dealers for a reasonable period of
time from the earlier of (a) the date of the
product’s last sale to that dealer, or (b) the
date of the product's general withdrawal
from marketing by the manufacturer.

To encourage the avoidance of litigation
among parties by voluntary use of alternate
methods of dispute resolution [(includingl
the NOMDA Manufacturer/Dealer Rela-
tions Committee, arbitration, or any other
technique. . . .

These are laudable principles. I am
sure that the dealers and manufactur-
ers will follow them faithfully in the
spirit of co-operation and good will
that has been so prevalent in their ne-
gotiations leading to this agreement.
Like Senator Exon, I am glad the par-
ties concerned could agree on this ar-
ticulation of principles. This applica-
tion in dealer/manufacturer relations
will avoid the possibility of future con-
gressional action.

Finally, Mr. President, I want to con-
clude by paying a special tribute to
Senator ExoN’s work in this area.
Without his leadership and skillful
handling of this issue, this agreement
would never have been possible.

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, it is a
rare privilege to stand in this Chamber
and participate in a discussion in
which all parties agree that legislation
is not needed. This occasion is possible
only because of the business leaders
who worked so hard to negotiate a so-
lution to the concerns of retail dealers,
manufacturers, and consumers in the
office machine and business equip-
ment industry, and because of the
Commerce Committee members who
assisted in and encouraged this effort.

As Consumer Subcommittee chair-
mam, I chaired the committee’s hear-
ings on the legislation jointly spon-
sored by Senator ExoN and Senator
PressLER. I am glad these hearings—
and related debate outside the hearing
room—contributed to the development
of the industry’s new voluntary code.
Senators RIEGLE and LAUTENBERG de-
serve credit along with Senators Exon
and PressLErR for their attention to
this issue and their efforts to develop
the record and help steer toward a so-
lution.

Because the problems highlighted in
this industry deal fundamentally with
commercial contracts and on-going
business relationships, they were par-
ticularly well-suited to private, nonleg-
islative solutions. Over the course of
time, all sides came to appreciate this
fact, and turned, I'm pleased to say, to
serious discussions and negotiations.
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The voluntary statement of principles
that emerged is a credit to all con-
cerned. We have avoided adding a
layer of Federal contract law to the
laws that already exist at the State
level, and in the process developed a
consensual, flexible, living code of con-
duct that will do more in the long run
to maintain business relationships in
this industry.

Finally, Mr. President, acceptance of
this statement of principles ensures
that consumers will continue to enjoy
the benefits of the vigorous competi-
tion for which the office machine and
business equipment industry is noted,
while enjoying the assurance of re-
sponsible business practices.

ExHIBIT 1

NOMDA DEALER/MANUFACTURER STATEMENT
OF PRINCIPLES

These principles are a voluntary code of
conduct to guide members of NOMDA—
manufacturers, distributors and dealers of
business equipment—in their relations with
end users and with one another. The pur-
pose and objective of these principles is to
promote, develop and maintain a fair and
equitable relationship among manufactur-
ers, distributors, independent office prod-
ucts dealers and end users. The principles
are as follows:

1. To act as reasonable business persons in
complying with their contractural obliga-
tions, acting fairly and equitably through-
out the course of, and in terminating, their
relationships.

2. To treat the end user in a fair and equi-
table manner.

3. To formulate any dealer performance
measurement premised upon a fair and ra-
tional business basis, which may include ref-
erences to established industry indices.

4. To promote maximum end user satisfac-
tion, by having the Manufacturer continue
to make appropriate replacement parts and
manuals available to authorized selling and
servicing dealers for a reasonable period of
time from the earlier of (a) the date of the
product’s last sale to that dealers, or (b) the
date of the product’s general withdrawal
from marketing by the Manufacturer. In ad-
dition, if the product is generally with-
drawn, then the manufacturer should, after
such period of parts availability, make a
good faith effort to provide such dealers
with a reasonable opportunity to make a
final purchase of available parts and manu-
als.

5. To encourage the avoidance of litigation
among the parties by voluntary use of alter-
native methods of dispute resolution. Such
methods could include direct negotiation
among the parties affected, submission to
the NOMDA Manufacturer/Dealer Rela-
tions Committee, arbitration, or any other
technique of alternate dispute resolution.

6. To promote, develop, and present edu-
cational programs for the improvement of
skills and capabilities relevant to the busi-
ness equipment industry.

7. To keep abreast of the economic condi-
tions confronting the business equipment
industry and to support and encourage the
use of business equipment.

8. To keep informed of the laws and regu-
lations relating to the industry, and to obey
them: to compete vigorously with each
other on the merits of their offerings.
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SUCCESS OF THE NATIONAL AS-
SOCIATION OF BROADCAST-
ERS' CAMPAIGN FOR ALCOHOL
EDUCATION

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President,
there is no doubt in anyone’'s mind
these days about the dire effects of al-
cohol-related traffic fatalities and
untold numbers of families are torn
apart by alcoholism and its related
symptoms.

But we do have a potent weapon in
the battle to keep Americans educated
about the dangers of alcohol abuse.
That weapon is the media. We live in
the media age. Evidence of this is so
often seen in complaints that the
media control our lives. But we also
know that the mass media can be a
force of immense benefit when it is
turned against our societies problems.

An impressive example of this phe-
nomenon was demonstrated recently
by the National Association of Broad-
casters. A recent survey of the associa-
tion's members shows that nearly
every responding broadcaster carried
alcohol related public service an-
nouncements [PSA’'s] during the
period November 1984 through May
1985. Approximately three-quarters of
these broadcasters produced their own
locally tailored PSA'’s.

Besides locally produced announce-
ments, the stations contributed free
time for the PSA's of local and nation-
al groups concerned with the misuse
of alcohol. The most often mentioned
sources for PSA's were Mothers

Against Drunk Driving [MADD], Stu-

dents Against Driving Drunk [SADD],
the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration of the Department of
Transportation and the National Asso-
ciation of Broadcasters.

In addition to programming and
public service announcements, over
half of the responding stations report-
ed active participation in community
efforts to combat drunk driving and
alcohol abuse. Sixty-three percent of
TV stations and 56 percent of radio
stations provided nonprogramming as-
sistance to their communities. The
most frequently mentioned activities
included participation in community
groups, dial-a-ride programs, driving-
while-intoxicated demonstrations and
health fair sponsorships.

In my home State of Florida, radio
and television stations were active in
promoting positive peer pressure cam-
paigns, and alcohol-free outings for
teenagers.

The broadcasters’ survey was sent to
all U.S. television stations and a
random sample of 1,200 radio stations.
Both National Association of Broad-
casters member stations and non-
members were included in the survey.
The National Association of Broad-
casters serves a membership of over
4,500 radio and 850 television stations,
including all the major networks,
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This survey demonstrates that to-
gether as a nation, we have the will,
the drive and the commitment to end
the ravaging effects of alcohol abuse,
particularly as the problem affects
younger and younger people. We as
Senators and as parents, are united in
our stand to deglamorize drug and al-
cohol abuse and to save lives.

Substance abuse is adversely affect-
ing us in the workplace and the
school-yard. It is a condition which
can only be changed by partnership
between all sectors of our society.
That partnership has begun, and the
challenge now is to keep the momen-
tum moving. That is our commitment.

Substance abuse remains too wide-
spread in our society. And we still find
that many people try to deny its exist-
ence. Unfortunately, it is a problem
for all of us. That is why I am so
pleased to see that the media shares
this concern. Working together, we
can tackle the scourage of substance
abuse.

AFGHANISTAN: A REPORT FROM
THE FRONT

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, my col-
leagues are aware that from time to
time, I have called for better coverage
of the war in Afghanistan by journal-
ists in this country and elsewhere. I re-
alize that coverage of the Soviet inva-
sion is dangerous and very difficult,
given that the Soviets resist any at-
tempt to provide honest coverage of
their brutal campaign against the
Afghan civilians. But the world de-
serves the truth about this brutality.

Those men and women who risk
their lives and travel with the Afghan
freedom fighters to bring us the true
story of the war in Afghanistan are
serving in the greatest traditions of
American reporting. Mr. Arthur
Bonner of the New York Times is a
member of that courageous fraternity.
In a stirring report in the October 31,
1985, issue of the Times, Mr. Bonner
tells of a 600-mile trek with Afghan
freedom fighters who were supplying
arms to the resistance.

I encourage my colleagues to read
this excellent firsthand account that
captures the courage and determina-
tion of the Afghan people in their
struggle against Soviet domination,
and I ask that it be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Oct. 31, 19851

AN Opyssey WITH AFGHAN REBELS
TRANSPORTING VITAL FLOW OF ARMS

(By Arthur Bonner)

NeEw BAGHLAN, AFGHANISTAN.—Fluttering
green pennants over the graves of men and
the bones of camels and horses glistening in
moonlight mark one of the most dangerous
parts of an Afghan rebel trail used to bring
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military supplies to the country’s nothern
provinces.

The trail is the most important supply
route for the insurgents fighting Soviet and
Soviet-backed Afghan Army troops, accord-
ing to rebel commanders, foreign medical
workers and others who have traveled in Af-
ghanistan.

The Soviet and Afghan Government
forces, these sources say, are well aware of
the route’s importance., For that reason,
those who use it are subjected to almost
daily air attacks and ambushes.

According to foreign military analysts in
Pakistan, the supply route passes through
areas with the largest concentration of
Soviet troops, whose total number in Af-
ghanistan is estimated at 115,000. The jour-
ney along the route seemed to indicate that
the Russians were unable to stop the flow of
rebel arms and ammunition, despite their
control of the air and superiority in firepow-
er.

A 16-day, 280-mile journey to New Bagh-
lan, this suburb of a provinecial capital 65
miles south of the Soviet border, was the
first leg of a nine-week, 600-mile trip
through Afghanistan by a reporter in the
escort of various rebel groups. This leg of
the journey for 35 men of the fundamental-
ist Islamic Party began at night at the Paki-
stani border town of Teri Mangal, and the
hazards were soon apparent.

With shouts of “Allah akhbar!"—"God is
great!"—local rebels unleashed harassing
fire on two Afghan Government posts at
Zazi, in the mountains that mark the fron-
tier.

The column scattered to the safety of
ditches and gullies as rebel machinegun
tracer bullets streaked through the night, to
be answered by the explosion of mortar and
howitzer shells from Afghan Army troops.
About an hour later, when the battle ebbed
to scattered bursts of small-arms fire, the
men gathered the pack animals and re-
sumed the march.

The next day, a flash flood from heavy
rains in the mountains swept down the
valley where the men rested. Horses and
supplies were rushed to high ground as the
torrent filled a steep gully and spread over
the adjacent fields.

The water soon receded, leaving a layer of
gray mud on the arms and ammunition that
had not been moved to safety. The men
wiped off most of the mud, reloaded the ani-
mals and set out once more.

HORSE SINKS IN MIRE

The trail turned up a side valley and fol-
lowed the bed of a river. The horses strug-
gled to keep their footing on hidden rocks
as they were pulled and beaten back and
forth across a twisting stream with water up
to their bellies.

In the dim light of a setting sun, one
horse suddenly sank into a mire of mud,
water and stones. It struggled to free itself,
but its front legs sank deeper under the
weight of 250 pounds of ammunition on its
back. Its muzzle rested on the ooze, and
panic seemed to fill its eyes.

One of the drivers, Ali Khan, 15 years old,
plunged into the mud to hold the horse's
head up, shouting for help. It took about
five minutes for other to reach him to help
pull the animal free.

The teen-ager was one of nine drivers who
supplied horses to carry nearly two tons of
supplies from Pakistan. He later had time to
answer questions about himself.

COMMUNIST TRIED TO CHEAT ME

“1 did not go to school,” he said, "“because
I had to help my family. My father died
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when I was 12, and I had to earn money to
help support my mother and a younger
brother. I went to Kabul to sell potatoes
from the back of a donkey.

“A Communist there tried to cheat me,”
he said, "and I hit him with my stick and
hurt his eyes. I had to leave Kabul. I took
up this work and now have two horses.”

He said that in the last two years he had
been in three convoys that had been am-
bushed or attacked from the air by Soviet
forces. In one, 16 animals were lost, he said,
although none belonged to him.

“There is not a lot of money in this,” he
continued. “I could get another job or go to
Iran to work, But we have started our holy
war against the Russians. Even small chil-
dren must take part.

“That is why I started at my age. We are
sure we will make the Russians leave our
country because God is with us.”

OLD FORT ON ANCIENT TRAIL

A halt for rest and regrouping had been
called at Dubandi, where an old fort
perched atop a ridge, testified that this was
a strategic point on an ancient trail across
Afghanistan.

“The Russians have tried to drive us out
of Dubandi many times,” said Ahsen Gul,
commander of one of several rebel units in
the area.

“Last year they sent in tanks and held Du-
bandi for three days,” he said. “We de-
stroyed some of their tanks and even shot
down a helicopter with an antitank rocket
by firing down at it from a high hill.

“We forced them to retreat by attacking
them from the rear. They can block this
road for a while, but they can never close
it.”

The route ahead, across a wide desert, had
to be traveled at night. About 400 men and
150 animals with destinations in six north-
ern provinces assembled in a high-walled
canyon,

A RAINBOW OF TURBANS

There was a rainbow of turbans and cos-
tumes as old friends embraced and gossiped,
camels groaned under their loads and horses
whinnied and fought. As it became dark,
they separated into their individual com-
mands, ranging from 20 to 100 men each,
and set out in a long straight column.

The route had been scouted, but the men
knew that a hidden Soviet armored care or
truck could speed across the flat wasteland
in minutes. They walked silently, listening
intently for a distant sound that could mean
an attack.

A three-quarter moon rose at mid-night,
sending long shadows of men and animals
across the white, saline soil and revealing
the evidence of past attacks—a group of
eight horse carcasses; the bones of horses
and camels; scattered packs and bits of
clothing and shoes; every now and then, a
pile of rocks with one, two or three pen-
nants marking the graves of men who had
not made it across.

The night passed uneventfully. At dawn
the men straggled into the town of Baraki
and scattered among its tea houses to eat
and sleep.

ONE OF MANY ANOMOLIES

Baraki is one of the many anomolies of
the war in Afghanistan. Although it is a
major stopping-off point for the rebels, who
call themselves mujahedeen, or holy war-
riors, it has never been bombed or strafed.

“There are no mujahedeen bases here,”
said Mohammed Gul, an English-speaking
merchant who sold a wide range of modern
medicines, with labels from Pakistan, Iran,
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China, North Korea and several European
countries.

“There are also a lot of spies here,” he
said. “We suppose they tell the Russians
how many mujahedeen pass through and
what they are carrying, and so we left in
peace.”

Baraki, although undamaged by war, was
crumbling through neglect. It once had
piped water as a result of some long-forgot-
ten foreign aid program. All that remained
was an occasional cement post in a lane with
a pipe and faucet attached.

CROSSING THE MAIN HIGHWAY

Two nights later the animals were sent
ahead and the men and supplies crammed
into a truck for another potentially danger-
ous segment of the journey—crossing the
main highway from EKabul southwest to
Kandahar. Soviet convoys traveled the road
during the day, and Soviet and Afghan Gov-
ernment posts guarded it during the night.

As it turned out, the crossing was facilitat-
ed by an unwritten agreement between the
rebels and villagers who belonged to the
Afghan Government militia and guarded a
highway bridge.

The men got down from the truck and
walked around the village. The empty truck
was driven through the village and a few
hundred yards along the highway to a point
where the men got in again. They were
driven for another 20 minutes along the
road before the truck turned north on a dirt
path to wait for the horses.

“We could destroy that post and that
bridge,” said Fazle Rahim, the commander
of the Islamic Party unit with which the re-
porter was traveling. "But the Russians
would destroy all the villages in the area
and drive the people to Pakistan as refu-
gees.

“Then they would install their own post,”
he continued. “We need villagers to grow
food and give us shelter. We do not want to
cause them unnecessary damage.”

On the eighth day, Ali Khan and the
other drivers were paid. They had supplied
17 horses and received about $110 for each
horse. They got nothing extra for the risks,
for feeding the animals or for the time it
would take them to return to Pakistan,
where they would look for another convoy
to give them a contract to return to Afghan-
istan.

Now the journey was faster, made in a
series of Soviet, American and Japanese
trucks and buses with frayed tires, dented
sides, missing windows and dashboard dials
that seldom worked. The men shielded their
faces against clouds of dust and got down
repeatedly to lighten the load as a truck
inched its way into a ravine, bounced across
boulders and through a stream and then
groaned up the other side.

There was a new face on the war, Earlier,
in the border province of Paktia, where mil-
lions of refugees had fled in Pakistan, Af-
ghanistan seemed to be destroyed. Irriga-
tion ditches were breached, the walls of ter-
raced fields had crumbled and mud villages
had dissolved back to the original earth.

Now as the mountains rose to the central
highlands known as the Hazarajat, the
country blossomed with life. Farmers drove
teams of horses and bullocks in circles over
piles of wheat and pitch-forked the tram-
pled stalks high into the air to winnow the
chaff from the grain.

MOSTLY LEFT IN PEACE

Apples and peaches ripened in ancient or-
chards, and children herded goats and sheep
on the high hills. The villagers said they
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had been bombed and showed ruined houses
and craters as evidence. But, when gques-
tioned, they conceded that the damage was
two or three years old and that they had
mostly been left in peace.

The trucks moved openly by daylight, al-
though the drivers and passengers were
quick to scatter for shelter in the fields or
hills when the noise of a Soviet jet or heli-
copter sounded overhead. Moving vehicles
were choice targets, and wrecks along the
way demonstrated that the danger was real.

“I bought my truck through a cousin in
Kabul,” said 23-year-old Mohammed
Hassan, a driver with a karakul hat tilted to
the side of his head. "I buy diesel fuel for 20
Afghanis a liter from other drivers who
bring it from Kabul.” Twenty Afghanis is
the equivalent of about 10 cents.

His truck was an American International
Harvester, with no hood over the engine
and no glass in the windshield. He said it
had cost him the equivalent of about $5,000.

“I had another truck, but it was destroyed
by a helicopter last year,” he said. “I began
as a helper to learn to drive and have been
doing this for three years. It is dangerous,
but I bought another truck. What else can I
do?"

RUINS OF A TOURIST STOP

At Doab, high in the mountains of the
Hindu Kush, the truck was halted for lunch
amid the ruins of a small resort for tourists
on the route to the huge Buddhist images
from the third and sixth century hewn in
rock at Bamian.

The blue and pink guest rooms of a gutted
hotel were exposed to the sky. The walls of
a market where foreigners once bargained
for Afghan rugs and long-necked brass
pitchers were fire-blackened and pock-
marked by bullets. A chill wind blew dust
down an empty street littered with bed
frames and car parts.

Soon the road ended, and supplies were
repacked on 22 donkeys to be brought to an
assembly point for the final dangerous seg-
ment of the journey—crossing the highway
that goes from the Soviet border all the way
to Kabul.

A pipeline carrying fuel to the Soviet air-
base at Bagram north of Kabul paralleled
the road above ground. It was the most
heavily guarded road in northern Afghani-
stan.

Once again hundreds of men and animals
from different commands and with different
destinations waited for nightfall. There
were low hills on both sides of the road,
making it easier to approach but also easier
for the Soviet troops to conceal an ambush
party on the other side.

CROSSINGS ARE SPACED

The groups were spaced with intervals of
15 minutes to half an hour between cross-
ings to lessen the danger of surprise.

Suddenly parachute flares shot into the
sky ahead and slowly descended on the
road. There was a rattle of machine-gun fire
and the explosion of shells.

The first party had run into a Soviet
ambush. Later it was learned that all of the
men had escaped but that almost a ton of
arms and ammunition had had to be aban-
doned.

Trucks took the remaining men and sup-
plies for quick dispersal in villages over a
radius of several miles, The commanders
would make another attempt the next
night, with separate groups crossing at dif-
ferent points.

Mr. Rahim, the unit commander, decided
on an additional safety measure. He left his
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supplies to be carried across later. One
group would travel on horseback while
others would go by foot so they could move
quickly.

STOPPED BY SEARCHLIGHT

They advanced into the night, over a hill
and down the highway. Then everyone
froze. A searchlight stabbed the darkness. A
Soviet armored car was patrolling the pipe-
line for possible saboteurs. After a breath-
less 15 minutes, it moved on and the men
and horses trotted forward.

They froze again as the armored car pa-
trolled back, its light sweeping the hills. It
moved on, and with a burst of speed the
party reached the hills on the other side.

The rest of the night passed quietly. At
dawn, as Soviet jets bombed some distant
target and the artillery shells could be
heard exploding over a hill, the men entered
the ruins of New Baghlan, once a fashiona-
ble suburb of Baghlan city, now shattered
and empty.

After a rest and something to eat, the men
would drift to their villages to rejoin fami-
lies they had not seen for six or seven
months, when they had set out for Pakistan
for training and resupply.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

CONCLUSION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there further morning business? If
not, morning business is closed.

INCREASE IN PERMANENT
PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will now resume consideration
of House Joint Resolution 372, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (H.J. Res. 372) increasing the
statutory limit on the public debt.

The Senate resumed consideration
of the joint resolution.

Pending: Motion to concur in the amend-
ment of the House to Senate amendment
numbered 2, with Packwood Amendment
No. 957, in the nature of a substitute.

The amendment of the House to Senate
amendment numbered 2 i{s printed in the
House proceedings of the Recorp of Friday,
November 1, 1985, at page H95717.

Mr. Packwoon's Amendment No. 857, in
the nature of a substitute, for the above
amendment of the House to Senate amend-
ment numbered 2, is printed in the Senate
proceedings of the REcorp of yesterday,
Monday, November 4, 1985, at page S14745.

AMENDMENT NO. 961
(Purpose: To consider Medicare as an
automatic spending increase program)

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf
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of myself, Mr. R1EGLE, and Mr. KENNE-
py and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Florida [Mr. CHILES],
for himself, Mr. RiecLE, Mr. KENNEDY, and
Mr. CHAFEE, proposes an amendment num-
bered 961.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 41, strike out lines 19 through 21
and insert the following:

(iv) For purposes of this Section all pay-
ments made under Title XVIII of the Social
Security Act for items or services furnished
during any fiscal year shall be treated as
payments under a provision of law which re-
guires an automatic spending increase to
take effect during such fiscal year. The
amount of the automatic spending increase
(outlay increase) shall be the amount (if
any) by which the reasonable cost, reasona-
ble charge, DRG payment amount, or other
applicable payment amount for an item or
service furnished in such fiscal year exceeds
such payment amount for the same item or
service furnished in the preceding fiscal
year by the same person or entity.

(v) Nothwithstanding any other provision
of this bill, Medicare payments under the
Hospital Insurance Program (20-8005-0-T7-
572) and the Supplementary Medical Insur-
ance Program (20-8004-0-7-572) shall be
considered automatic spending increase pro-
grams under Section 204(d)1).

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, this
amendment would assure that Medi-
care would be treated as an automatic
increase program—category I—as had
been originally assumed in the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings measure
and in the Senate-passed version.

In the bill before the Senate, Medi-
care is a category II controllable, That
means the size of the automatic cuts
for Medicare will be increased.

In the reconciliation bill as reported
out of the Finance Committee, and as
in the bill, we have provided for cuts
in Medicare of $2.6 billion. We have al-
ready cut Medicare to a zero increase
in payments now and there would be
no growth. If we now have it into cate-
gory II and we had a sequester this
year of, say, $10 billion, it means we
would automatically cut Medicare an-
other $1.3 billion on top of a full
freeze; so we would go beyond zero in
the cut this year.

Since we have not gone to confer-
ence with the House, we do not know
exactly at this stage what our deficit
number will be. So we do not know
what the size of the sequester will be
this year. It is clear there will be some
kind of sequester before we finish.

If we have a sequester cut in Medi-
care, we will see an automatic cut in
this program, one that the committee
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has never had an opportunity to deal
with, and might be something very
harmful.

At first, we thought the inflation in-
crease in the program would be the
portion that could be cut under the
automatic sequester order. Now we
find that it can be subject to the
broader category II cuts.

Under what was to be an automatic
ministerial process, we might have to
say to everyone, no matter what else
we have done to cut Medicare, this
year or in past years, “We simply
cannot afford to allow you any in-
creases this year. We will not just
bring you to the automatic freeze
level. We have already done that, in
effect, under the reconciliation bill.
Now we will have to cut you further
than that.”

In our effort to get the deficit under
control, we can certainly tell our sen-
iors it is necessary to bring Medicare
payments down to a zero increase level
this year. We are forced to do that
with many programs. We have at-
tempted to do it by trying to place
most of the cost on doctors and hospi-
tals and health care providers, while
trying not to hit the beneficiaries.

But now we are saying that, “We
subject Medicare to a sequester proc-
ess that can take payments so low that
we don't even know what the effect
will be on the seniors—the Medicare
beneficiaries.”

Under our original bill, we treated
Medicare no differently from any
other entitlement program. It recog-

nized that there were always going to
be millions of Medicare beneficiaries
out there who were entitled to medical
Ccare.

Mr. GramMm, one of the authors of

the Gramm-Rudman measure, talks
about this as a “pure concept’”; and he
says that no program should be
exempt because that would violate the
“pure concept” of the automatic cut
triggers.

Mr. President, I am also dealing with
a pure concept of how you treat enti-
tlements under this bill. Medicare is a
true entitlement. People pay their
payroll taxes. They are entitled to
benefits.

Here we have a case of a self-funded
trust fund entitlement. This is a very
important point—a self-funded trust
fund entitlement. Now we are going to
treat it as if it is a controllable pro-
gram, just as we treat any other pro-
gram that we normally carry through
the appropriations process.

We will hear a lot of arguments in
the next few hours, it will be interest-
ing to hear those people who say that
Social Security should come out of the
unified budget. It is a trust fund. It is
paid for by payroll tax and withhold-
ing on employees, and the employers
pay their tax. It is self-sufficient. It is
now supposed to be fiscally sound, so
we need to move it out of the unified
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budget. Some Members would have it
out so you could not even count it as
part of the overall Government spend-
ing. We would not be able to look at it
from an economic standpoint to deter-
mine how much the Federal Govern-
ment is taking in total from the pri-
vate sector; measure the effect of Gov-
ernment spending, and see how much
money is left available for capital. You
will not be able to see any of that
under some of the “purest’” concepts.

I think there is general agreement in
this body that Social Security should
not be used in the effort to balance
the budget, but there are others of us
who say that it is like taking a picture
and blacking out half of it if we take
the employees and employers payroll
tax contributions and say they have
no effect on overall Government
spending.

Yet, many of the people leading the
charge to move Social Security off
budget have not taken a stand on
Medicare and whether it should be
treated as a controllable. It seems to
me that at some stage, when we start
talking about the “pure concept” as
Mr. GramMm calls it, there should be
some purity in how we are treating
these trust funds that are pure entitle-
ments, and whether we are going to
treat one totally different from the
way we treat another.

I understand very well, Mr. Presi-
dent, the impetus behind this. It is to
move $74 billion—the total Medicare
Program—from category I where it
can normally only be held to the cost-
of-living increase—the ‘zero infla-
tion"—and move it to category II
where you can make considerably
larger cuts. That in turn will reduce
cuts you are making in other ways.

The Washington Post speaks of this
today in an editorial in which they
say:

The congressional Republicans have
meanwhile moved to alter their version so
that there would be an appreciably smaller
cut than before in defense; the slack would
be taken up by Medicare.

Mr. President, we really need to see
that Medicare is more than an equa-
tion where you divide the amount of
money by the number of sick people
and hope that they are healthy
enough to get by on the amount of
money available.

I wonder about the “pure concept,”
and what it means. It means that it
greatly increases the size of the Medi-
care cuts which could be made auto-
matically, without any regard to their
effect, without any chance to even
plan some reforms or other changes
that would help ease the impact of the
larger cuts.

Mr. President, we have cut Medicare
before; and when we did, we also
changed the whole method of paying
hospitals. If we have to cut reimburse-
ment rates below a freeze—and maybe
we will have to do that, to hold down
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these medical costs—we should be able
to at least anticipate some of the ef-
fects that will have on the quality of
medical care the Medicare benefici-
aries will receive. We need to think
that through, and we need to do it
through some legislative changes in
the program. We might want to get
some balance as to how it would affect
the whole system of medical care in
the country.

If you look at what we have already
done to Medicare, you see that it has
already been cut $35 billion, and that
is only if you look at the effect of each
bill we passed in a 3-year timeframe.
Over the long run it is actually much
more than that.

In the 1981 reconciliation bill, we cut
Medicare costs $4.3 billion. In the 1982
reconciliation bill, we cut those costs
$12.6 billion. In 1983, we sort of
skipped a year; we cut Medicare by
only a few hundred million dollars. Be-
cause we had the 1983 Social Security
amendments that year. But we did put
in a new Medicare prospective pay-
ment system for hospitals. We made
reforms to help meet pressures from
the cuts.

Mr. President, that was a major act.
It was something we had to do. We
went to the so-called DRG's. We went
to a total reform of the hospital pro-
gram. We would no longer just pay a
‘“reasonable” cost. Until then, there
had been no restraint on what those
costs could be. It was just what any
doctor or hospital would establish and
then everyone else went up to the av-
erage cost. We finally decided to have
a prospective payment system in
which we would know, for example,
the cost of an appendectomy and how
many days of hospitalization it would
require. That was a very necessary
thing. We know it has saved consider-
able money. We know there are some
problems in the straitjacket way that
it has been applied, and we certainly
need some review. But it was a major
change made in the 1983 bill. And it
was made by a Congress reforming the
program and not just making some
automatic whack.

Then in 1984, in the reconciliation
bill again we cut Medicare $5.4 billion
and this year the cuts are to be $12.3
billion over 3 years.

We are not saying that you should
never cut Medicare. We are not saying
that you should never cut it below a
provider freeze but just that it should
be done by Congress, by a reconcilia-
tion process, by a Congress acting
thoughtfully and not by an automatic
cut because, Mr. President, this is an
entitlement program. This is not one
of the discretionary programs. There
is a payroll tax that pays for it and
the money is there.

If Medicare is left in category II, we
would order immediate, unplanned
for, automatic, across-the-board cuts
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that would be well below a freeze level.
That is the problem with putting the
whole Medicare Program on the table
for automatic cuts rather than limit-
ing automatic cuts to the increases.

It is true that the bill restricts the
President's discretion on how the cuts
may be made. He presumably could
not change the law to eliminate Medi-
care benefits or change eligibility. But
at any significant sequester level, pay-
ments for services would be immedi-
ately reduced below a full freeze level.
There would be no control on the
effect of such action. Medicare benefi-
ciaries would still be entitled to care.
But who knows how the availability
and quality of care would change? It
could be a drastic change.

Mr. President, I do not know exactly
how this will take place, but I assume
that you would be paid either a 90-
cent dollar or 94-cent dollar or what-
ever the cut tended to be, for the
dollar that you are supposed to get.
We cut a little off of the end of that
dollar and we give you a shorter one.
We would say you are still entitled to
care, you are still eligible, but we
expect you to get that care with the
shorter dollar.

Again, Mr. President, I stress that
what we have had before was congres-
sional action to do something about
these health care costs. As a conse-
quence we put in DRG’s, prospective
payments, some kind of provider limi-
tations, some limitation on lab fees,
but not automatic cuts.

I do not argue that we should
exempt Medicare. I do not think we
should. All this amendment does is to
put it into category I. It says that the
amount that any provider payment for
items and services would have in-
creased over the previous year would
still be fair game. We could have an
absolute freeze indefinitely, I suppose,
if we keep missing our budget targets.

Let me tell you that that would still
be very big bucks, given the fact that
over the last 10 years medical costs
have been rising at the rate of about
14 percent a year. They're down a
little now—maybe to 6 or 7 percent.
You can see how much would be avail-
able. All of that every year would be
available under category I.

Just a 1-year freeze on hospital pay-
ments this year would save almost $2
billion a year. So we have, in effect, al-
ready done that. The total reconcilia-
tion bill in the Senate saves $2.6 bil-
lion this year.

All this amendment says is it is not
appropriate to go beyond what is an
automatically triggered process. If we
are going to go beyond that we should
give it some thought in a reconcilia-
tion bill and how to do it through leg-
islative reform and we will do it here
in Congress.

It also says, Mr. President, we are
not just going to now at this hour say
we are going to transfer this $74 bil-
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lion out of the pot of category I and
put it into the pot of category II
where it is available for much larger
cuts.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
wonder if my good friend from Florida
and I might have just a little colloquy
to make sure we are talking about
roughly the same budget figures, be-
cause I remember in conference the
Senate was on the same side and the
House seemed to have different fig-
ures. So bear with me, if you will, for a
moment.

We had initially started out with an
assumption of budget deficit this year
in the budget resolution of around
$172 billion. Is that right?

Mr. CHILES. That is correct.

Mr. PACKWOOD. And total outlays
of about $965 billion?

Mr. CHILES. I think that is correct.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Unless'l am mis-
taken, having heard the Senator and
Senator DoMmENIcI and Steve Bell, and
others, we are probably looking more
likely at a $190 billion deficit or maybe
more if we do not do reconciliation.

Mr. CHILES. That depends on who
you want to listen to.

Mr. PACKWOOD. That is what I
want to get straight before we go any
further.

Mr. CHILES. Yes, and I will have to
say to my good friend from Oregon
that I keep hearing a figure of $9 bil-
lion revenue shortfall and I hear that
come from the majority side. But so
far I have not been able to find where
that shortfall comes from. No one has
told me that OMB says there will be
that shortfall or CBO says there will
be that shortfall, although I keep
hearing that number.

So I just want to say to my good
friend there are some numbers that
are kind of up in the air.

Mr. PACKWOOD. In the Senator's
best judgment, how far above $172 bil-
lion deficit does he think we are going
to be?

Mr. CHILES. I think the deficit is
going to be well over $180 billion. It
may well be above $180 billion, but I
am not sure it is just going to be by
virtue of the revenue shortfall. I think
there are always other things that are
going to catch us out there.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Well, that puts it
in the range of what I wanted to talk
about.

What we have exempted under this
bill, Social Security, interest—I mean
exempt, totally exempt; I do not mean
category I, I mean category exempt—
Social Security; interest; prior year ob-
ligations, which, interestingly, are
principally not military obligations, in
large measure due to the Senator's
amendments; other, $5 billion; and
then body of the indexed programs,
because those even in category I you
cannot sequester them below the body
of the amount.
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So it looks to me as if you have
about $565 billion exempt from se-
questering, out of, roughly, in the $965
billion budget, assuming we are on
budget, assuming we hit the $172 bil-
lion deficit; so, roughly, $400 billion
subject to sequester.

It take it that means that every time
we take something that was in the
controllable category and put it into
category I and make it less subject to
sequester or, in the Senator's case,
Medicare not subject to it at all, it
means those remaining in the con-
trol—

Mr. CHILES. I believe the Senator is
wrong, if the Senator says “not subject
to it at all.”

Mr. PACKWOOD. If you assume no
increase in Medicare, if there is noth-
ing to operate against, you are going
to go on the basis of last year.

Mr. CHILES. Well, I am assuming
that you can cut any increase over the
previous year's level. Maybe we have
already cut it down to near zero this
year already for some. Certainly what
we are talking about the in the process
is that it would be in category I and
would be available for cuts. I am not
trying to do with Medicare what the
authors of the bill decided to do with
Social Security and take it off the top.

Mr. PACKWOOD. 1 understand.
that, to the extent there is no increase
in Medicare, it will not be subject to
any cuts.

Mr. CHILES. Roughly, I believe it
would be between $2 to $3 billion a
year to be available to be cut. Maybe
we'll do some of that, or move, in a
budget bill before a sequester order.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Are we agreed, to
the extent we put anything in catego-
ry I which might receive less cuts than
it would in category II, the things in
category II have to be cut more?

Mr. CHILES. I think that follows.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Let us assume we
have this roughly $400 billion against
which to take a sequester—and I am
just going to take a guess, I am going
to take a guess at a $190 billion deficit
and we are going to sequester down,
let us say, to $170—I hope that is not
where we sequester. So you have a $20
billion sequester that you are going to
levy across roughly $400 billion of pro-
grams, about a b5-percent sequester.
That means you are going to say to
programs like emergency food assist-
ance, elderly housing, the handi-
capped, job training, WIN, Indian edu-
cation, Head Start, compensatory edu-
cation, community health centers, mi-
grant health centers, WIC, low-income
emergency energy assistance, and on
and on and on, which are indeed pov-
erty-programs: “You are going to take
bigger cuts so that Medicare can take
a smaller cut.”

And, so long as we understand what
we are doing, you have 13 percent of
the people on Medicare below the pov-
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erty. The rest on Medicare are roughly
similarly situated to those on Social
Security. Most of them are not in the
poverty level.

And I might say that my good friend
from Florida will soon, unless he has
changed his mind, be following with
an amendment on Medicare and
AFDC—those are two programs that I
just did not read that he wants to
move into category I, which means the
hit on the remaining programs in cate-
gory I will get deeper and deeper and
deeper.

All I am asking in this case is a
matter of equity. When we originally
started out with the Gramm-Rudman
proposal, we had hoped, I had hoped,
that we would leave as much in the so-
called pot as possible, the sequester
pot, so that the cuts would be reason-
ably level across the board.

Now, we made some political deci-
sions. We might as well call them that.
Social Security was a political decision.
It was left out, untouchable; even the
increase was untouchable. We left out
the increases due to the increase in
program participants. If you have 10
people on a program this year and
they get $100 apiece and next year you
have 11, we do not hold the program
at $1,000 and say, “Divide it among
the 11.” We say it could go up to
$1,100.

We left out the railroad-Social Secu-
rity equivalent benefit amount, the
parts that are equivalent to Social Se-
curity, and we left out the earned

income tax credit for a very good

reason. The earned income tax credit
is designed to encourage those that
are near the poverty line to work and,
up to a certain amount, they get an
earned income credit. It is refundable,
but a credit. Assuming you owed
$1,000 in taxes and you were entitled
to a $500 earned income credit, you
would pay $500. Assuming you were
entitled to the $500 credit but you
owed $300, the Government will then
pay you back $200. And we thought it
unfair that you sequester the $200
payback because you had not earned
enough money against which to offset
the entire credit to which you are enti-
tled. So we exempted that from the se-
quester.

Those are the five principal things
that are exempt. There are dozens and
dozens of other programs exempt that
I have not found any argument about.
The Federal Deposit Insurance Corpo-
ration, what if you have a 10-percent
sequester and somebody has a $10,000
savings account and the bank goes
bankrupt? Do you say we are only
going to pay you $9,000, even though
there is the money in the fund to pay
the full $10,000? We did not intend
that. I have not heard anything about
those programs being exempt.

I believe what it comes down to on
Medicare is, do you want to take a pro-
gram—an expensive program, albeit a
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good program and deserving—that af-
fects principally the middle income
taxpayers in this country and say:
“We are going to put you into a slight-
ly preferred status in this program at
the expense of those who are infinite-
ly poorer and more needy, who will be
left in a less-preferred status in this
program and, therefore, will suffer a
greater hit if there is sequester than
they would otherwise suffer”?

Mr. CHILES. If the Senator will
yield on that point, I am not sure that
the figures actually bear that out. The
figures I have from CBO would show
that if you transfer Medicare from
title I, where you would have that
money going into the title I pot, to
title 11, you will have a higher cut on
the domestic programs that are in title
II because you will not get even close
to your 50 percent under title I, and so
you would have a higher cut.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I believe that is
what I am saying. You will have a
higher cut under domestic programs in
category II.

Mr. CHILES. No. If you transfer it
from title I, category I, to title II, as
you have in this latest version of this
bill, the cuts will be higher. If you
leave it in title I, the cuts in the do-
mestic programs will not be as high,
but that does not turn out to be true
in the defense category.

Mr. PACKWOOD. The Senator lost
me switching back and forth between
titles and categories. But I believe you
were assuming, first, a rather large in-
crease by the Secretary in Medicare
and, second, a very itsy-bitsy, teeny-
weeny sequester of $5 billion to $10
billion or less which, by any estimate I
have heard so far, unless we adopt a
figure much higher than the House
has been suggesting, we are going to
have a sequester of sufficient size that,
on the average, the programs in cate-
gory II, those that are totally control-
lable and totally not either exempt in
the Social Security sense or exempt in
the COLA sense, they are going to
take a bigger decrease for every pro-
gram that you move out of that cate-
gory into category I.

Mr. CHILES. I would just say that
with the figures that I have from
CBO, that if you transfer Medicare
into title II, the increase in the total
domestic cuts, in a $10 billion seques-
ter, will be $.5 billion and that means
basically a 9-percent increase in the
size of the domestic cuts.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GorTonN). Who yields time?

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
vield such time as the Senator from
Texas may need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I would
like to begin in opposing this amend-
ment by outlining what the House did
in moving in exactly this direction,
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and why it creates a tremendous in-
equity problem. I would like then to
outline how Medicare works, some-
thing that the distinguished Senator
from Florida has not done, since he
would have us believe that this is an
indexed program and, therefore, it fits
in category I which is not the case.

Then I would like to talk about Med-
icare, who it serves, and what we are
talking about in terms of a potential
reduction. I am hopeful that those
who are listening to this debate will
reach the conclusion that this amend-
ment should be defeated.

First of all, the House faced a very
difficult political problem in putting
together a Democratic consensus. And
in trying to do that, they tried to put
together a coalition by granting spe-
cial exemption to programs that were
sensitive to various constituencies
within the Democratic caucus. For
those urban Democrats, the House ex-
empted most of the social programs
from the sequester process from any
automatic cuts.

For the rural Democrats, it exempt-
ed CCC, and the great majority of the
farm programs from across-the-board
reduction. For the defense Democrats,
it exempted prior year defense con-
tracts.

So in a peculiar political compromise
they exempted the B-1 bomber, the
CCC, and community health centers.
That left only one problem. And that
was there were those who tried to add
the thing up to determine what the
impact would be on what was left in
the pot because exempted were the
social programs, the vast majority of
the farm programs, and defense con-
tracts. Whereas, in rough ballpark fig-
ures to make the arithmetic simple, we
add about $500 billion in the pot to be
sequestered in any automatic reduc-
tion process. They ended up as a result
of all these exemptions to satisfy the
different special interest groups only
about $250 billion in the pot.

And the problem with a $25 billion
sequester order would mean the things
that remained in the pot in the House
bill would be cut twice as much as
they would be in the Senate bill. That
created an additional problem. That
problem was that programs like the
National Institutes of Health, and the
veterans’ health care system would be
cut twice as much under the House
program on any sequester order as it
would be under the Senate program
because the House exempts so many
programs.

As it turned out, what the House did
to deal with this is they fell back on
the constitutionality issue. My col-
leagues may remember the first criti-
cism of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings by
Chairman RopiNo was that it was un-
constitutional because it included
CBO, and under the Buckley versus
Valeo decision the Supreme Court had
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ruled unanimously that no executive
action can be predicated on the find-
ings of a nonexecutive agency. In fact,
that argument was made by scholars
from the Harvard Law School in con-
ference.

But when the Democrats added up
what they had done in the House, and
found because it exempted so many
programs they were going to decimate
the remaining, they wrote their bill to
say that CBO shall be not just an
equal partner with OMB but it shall
be the dominant partner, thereby
under their logic making the bill un-
constitutional. Then the House added
the extraordinary provision that if
any part was struck down the whole
bill was struck down.

They dealt with a problem they cre-
ated by exempting so much by guaran-
teeing these who added up everything
that do not worry about it, it will
never happen because we have expe-
dited judicial review, and it will be
struck down within a month. That will
be before any sequester occurs.

That is relevant to this debate be-
cause the Democrats in the House
found that by exempting all their pro-
grams they created as unworkable
process, and they had to try to deceive
the American people by making it un-
constitutional, and having an expedit-
ed judicial review to kill it because
they never wanted it to go into effect.

The proposal we have here is to
exempt some $70 billion from the se-
quester process. Our colleague from
Florida says, we are not exempting it
because we are going to hit the auto-
matic increases. There are no auto-
matic increases. There is no indexing
of Medicare. Anybody who is familiar
with Medicare knows that any in-
crease granted to the providers is
based on a finding that is made by the
Secretary of HHS.

In fact, on the basis of those find-
ings the Secretary of HHS granted no
increase this year, and in fact found
that under our prepayment program
many DRG categories were probably
overvalued. And the Secretary in fact
has the ability under existing law not
only to not grant an increase, but to
reduce the level of spending back by as
much as 4 percent.

So this program is not an indexed
program, and does not belong in cate-
gory I. I think it is clear that in the
kind of tight budget process we face
should this bill be adopted—and I
hope it will be adopted—there will
probably be no increases granted
during this period to providers. But to
push Medicare and $70 billion—the
portions that are not indexed, the 3
percent that is indexed, we already
have it in category I—that are not in-
dexed in category I is to, in essence,
exempt them from this process.

Who are the beneficiaries of Medi-
care? The beneficiaries of Medicare
are people who qualify as being elder-
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ly, but who are not poor. The poor
people are qualifying under Medicaid.
In fact, the last census found the
rather extraordinary result that the
people over 65 in this country have a
higher real disposable income than
people under 65, and they have a net
wealth of about three times as much.
But that is not relevant to this debate.
The reason is we are not cutting Medi-
care benefits.

Who is really being protected by the
Chiles amendment? Not my momma
who qualifies for Medicare, and pays
the part B premium, because my
momma is going to continue to qual-
ify. Protected is the doctor, and the
hospital, because what we are talking
about here is not benefits but we are
talking about providers.

What the Chiles amendment really
says is this: If you have a $25 billion
sequester order, cut the veterans’
health care program, cut the National
Institutes of Health, cut the thousand-
and-one programs that provide bene-
fits to people but do not cut the reim-
bursement to doctors, do not cut the
reimbursement to hospitals even if we
face a fiscal crisis. Cut back on AIDS
research, deny benefits to people who
fought and died for the country, but
do not reduce the amount of reim-
bursement for doctors and hospitals.

The only reason this amendment is
even credible for debate is the fact
that people are confused about what it
means. They are confused about what
it means because when you say Medi-
care, you think of momma. On this
amendment, do not think of momma.
Think of the doctors, and think of the
hospitals because that is what we are
talking about here. We are talking
about reimbursement.

Let me remind my colleagues that
we are talking about a sequester order
after this first year, which we are
trying to work out with the House in
some reasonable manner. After this
first year, an across-the-board reduc-
tion only occurs if we do not do our
job. If we fail to do our job, then there
would be an across-the-board reduc-
tion,

This amendment should be rejected
for several reasons. Let me summarize
them.

No. 1, it should be rejected because
there is no logic in exempting reim-
bursement to health care providers
from reductions that will be imposed
on every other on-budget program
under this bill.

No. 2, the logic of this amendment is
fundamentally flawed. There is no
automatic cost-of-living increase in
Medicare. The level of increase to the
providers is dictated by two things.
The primary factor is eligibility. If
more people become eligible for Medi-
care, they are going to be provided the
benefit.

The Senator is not suggesting that
we cut back on those increases because
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that would violate other parts of this
bill where we clearly protect the
person who is qualified for an entitle-
ment.

Therefore, only if an increase were
granted, an increase that was not
granted last year, an increase that
clearly will not be granted next year,
only under those circumstances would
there be any savings whatsoever.

The truth is that Medicare is a non-
indexed program. It belongs in catego-
ry II. Do I want to deny physicians the
payment that they are getting or that
they might get in the future because
of increases? No; I do not want to do
that. But I do not want to do the thou-
sand and one other things that would
be dictated by a sequester order either,
and I cannot justify exempting the
doctors and not exempting all the
other programs that are at least of as
high a priority in terms of the prefer-
ence of the American people as reflect-
ed in our budget process.

So, Mr. President, this amendment
ought to be rejected because, No. 1,
relatively speaking the doctors and
hospitals have no stronger claim to ex-
emption than do literally thousands of
other programs. In fact, they are
weaker claims.

No. 2, and I remind my colleagues of
this point and it will be a point made
all day long, if you take $70 billion out
of the pot, if you exempt the doctors
and hospitals under Medicare from
being affected by a sequester order,
you are not letting anybody escape
without somebody else being affected.
If we have a sequester order, what
that will mean is that the reductions
that doctors and hospitals would have
shared in will now be borne totally by
those whose programs are left in the
pot.

I remind my colleagues that if we
follow the prescription of the Senator
from Florida and take out the largest
of those programs to begin with, we
open the floodgates. We will end up
like the House bill where the sequester
pot, where the across-the-board reduc-
tions would be made, is roughly half
the size of ours so that a relatively
small overage literally decimates the
programs that remain because we have
granted special exemption to other
programs.

The only fair way to do this is to
keep everything that is on budget in
the pot.

Social Security is a freestanding
trust fund. We made changes in 1982
to put it in the black. It is not part of
the program. This Senator has voted
for reductions and reforms in Social
Security as much as any Member of
this Congress and, in fact, has au-
thored many of those changes to deal
with inequity in people getting bene-
fits who were not qualified and not
worthy. So I think I stand as firmly on
the Social Security issue as anyone.
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But that decision has been made.
Social Security is off budget. It was
taken off budget in 1982 in the Social
Security compromise. All we do is take
it off budget now and we will have to
deal with Social Security as a free-
standing problem. If it has problems
in the future it cannot come to general
revenue.

If we begin exempting major pro-
grams that have no claim to be
exempt, then there is no way we can
hold back the floodgates of other pro-
grams that are equally worthy. That
goes back to the logic of the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings proposal.

If everything on budget is in the pot,
then the process is fair because it hits
every program and it hits it in propor-
tion to the priorities that we set out.

The bigger that pot is, the smaller
the impact. The better job we do, the
smaller the impact.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to
reject this amendment and to make
doctors and hospitals as subject to this
process as any other element in the
budget. I think it is critical that that
be done.

I think if this amendment is adopted
we stand a very real danger of opening
up the floodgates to broad-based ex-
emptions that would destroy the very
fabric of this bill and will eliminate
the clear fairness, including every-
thing, keeping the pot big, spreading
the burden if Congress and the Presi-
dent do not do their job.

I personally believe if everybody’s
fat is in the fire, if every ox is eligible
to be gored, that each of us will have
an incentive to make the budget proc-
ess work, to compromise in the budget,
to deal with the deficit, and to prevent
an across-the-board sequester from oc-
curring.

But if we fail to do that, it is critical-
ly important that the sequester be as
big as possible and that every program
share equally in that cost and in that
burden.

So I urge my colleagues to vote no
on the Chiles amendment and to pre-
serve the basic structure of the bill
that we voted for in this body by a
vote of 75 to 24.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Will the Senator
yield to me for a question of the Sena-
tor from Texas?

Mr. CHILES. I yield.

Mr. BINGAMAN. We have talked
about tradeoff and discretionary
spending and the Medicare Program. I
notice this week's Congressional Quar-
terly has a reference in here to the
Senate Republican conferees engineer-
ing their bill to minimize defense cuts
at the expense of Medicare.

1 also noticed in an editorial in the
Washington Post today the statement
that Republicans have moved to alter
their version so there would be an ap-
preciably smaller cut than before in
defense and the slack would be taken
up by Medicare.
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I would be interested in a response
to that.

Mr. GRAMM. I would be happy to
respond. May I clarify?

We are on the time of the Senator
from Florida?

Mr. CHILES. No. I am yielding for a
question over here. You are on your
own time to answer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PACKWOOD. How much time
remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty
minutes, fifty-two seconds for the Sen-
ator from Florida and 31 minutes to
the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. PACKWOOD. 1 yield to the
Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Let me respond by
saying that we talked about this issue
when the bill first came to the floor,
the issue of Medicare. There was a dis-
pute at that time as to what the tech-
nical language of the bill meant. All
three authors of the bill said that it
was their intention to include Medi-
care. What we have done in confer-
ence is to further clarify that inten-
tion.

Any Member of this body had an op-
portunity to offer an amendment at
the time it was exempted and no one
did.

Let me say that we have further
clarified the language on defense con-
tracts to assure a broader degree of
coverage. I do not want to say that
people writing editorials do not know
what they are talking about. I will let
people listening to this debate and
looking at the facts draw that conclu-
sion. But the point is that it was our
intention to include Medicare in the
first draft. I believe it was included
but the language was not good. It is
clearly included now.

What we did in conference was move
in exactly the opposite direction by
going to a broader definition to allow
us to effect more prior-year defense
contracts and, in fact, in conference
we increased the proportion by which
defense would be affected.

We currently have under our seques-
ter pot a situation where slightly over
half of the reductions will be borne by
defense. As best I can figure under the
House proposal, about 70 percent of
those reductions would be borne by de-
fense,

I know of no substance to substanti-
ate the claim of the editorial that the
Senator has alluded to that we have in
any way shifted the burden in confer-
ence. In fact, I believe it has been
shifted the other way.

The fairness of our program from
the first time we started to debate this
is that by including everything, about
50 percent of the burden falls on de-
fense and about 50 percent on nonde-
fense. It is the only way I know to deal
with the problem.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask the Senator from Florida if
he will yield me 10 minutes.

Mr. CHILES. I yield 10 minutes.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I
be made a cosponsor of the Chiles
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, let me begin by expressing my
appreciation to the Senator from
Texas for the opportunities he has
provided this body and the country,
and the challenge that his argument
has just put before us to date. Let me
say also, in that regard, that I do not
buy any of the arguments that he has
made.

I listened to the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee talk about the prob-
lem of the pot. I listened to the Sena-
tor from Texas talk about the problem
of the pot. Frankly, I think the pot is
a crock. I think the problem we are
facing is that we have not cut the
people of this country in on divvying
up this pot. I know that is a frustra-
tion of the Senator from Texas and
the Senator from Oregon and a whole
lot of other people. They are trying to
get to the point next year when we
can cut the people of this country in
on the pot in advance of the sequester-
ing procedure.

I would like to think it is the inten-
tion of Gramm-Rudman never to have
to sequester, but if we have a process
that will do that, when we all get to-
gether and decide we need to cut the
balance or need to cut the deficit, the
whole country will get involved in a
process called the first budget resolu-
tion. Then there's reconciliation and a
variety of other things that used to go
on around this place, as a part of the
basic reformi of how we finance the
Government.

Having said that, I would like very
much to demonstrate my sympathy
for the problem that my colleagues
have in coming to an agreement with
the House, because it is the guys from
the North that are trying to save this,
and the guys from the South trying to
save that, and the farmers saving this,
and the city folks saving that. They
have not asked the city folks yet what
they would like to save and they have
not asked the farmers what they
would like to save. There are a lot of
presumptions around here about why
Social Security cannot be in the pot,
why interest, prior-year obligations, et
cetera, et cetera, cannot be in the pot.

I just want to argue today that Med-
icare should be in the pot but not to
the extent that my colleague from
Texas and my colleague from Oregon
argue that it should be. As they very
well know, and many of my colleagues
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know, I took the view that if we were
going to exempt Social Security and
its trust fund expenditures from
Gramm-Rudman in the first place, we
ought to exempt all of the trust
funds—disability, Medicare, every-
thing else—no exception. I withdrew
from that position on the promise that
all we would have to sacrifice with
regard to the Medicare Program—and
it would be a substantial sacrifice—
would be the program that we put into
effect in 1983 to index certain pay-
ments under part A to hospitals and
other providers in this country and po-
tentially certain payments to physi-
cians for medical services, also. That,
in effect, was the deal that I thought
we had made—those of us who were
part of the Medicare reform move-
ment, those of us who have already
helped save $30 billion for the taxpay-
ers of this country, those of us who
have already made the major contri-
bution to deficit reduction over the
last 5 years.

At the expense of hospitals, yes; at
the expense of doctors, yes; and also at
the expense of 36 million elderly
Americans. But we had a cause and we
have a cause. The cause is to perma-
nently reduce the costs of going to a
hospital, a doctor, for all people in this
country not just the elderly.

What we took—and I say to my col-
league from Texas, he is absolutely
right; there are no such things as
automatic indexes because the Secre-
tary of HHS can determine there will
be no index adjustment. But let me
remind my colleagues of why we put
those indexes in there in 1983.

We put them in there not to do what
typical indexes do—that is, rip the
roof off the increase in expenditures.
We put them in there to stop the auto-
matic increase in expenditures. Before
1983, all the hospitals had to do was
bill the taxpayers of this country
through the Medicare Trust Fund for
anything they pleased: Your want to
buy a CAT scanner? You have got a
CAT scanner, send the bill to Medi-
care. You want to buy two magnetic
something or others for $70 million
apiece? Buy it, send the bill to Medi-
care for anything you want in your
hospital. You bring the folks in on
Thursday, take the toenail off on
Monday, let them stay an extra week,
charge it to Medicare.

We had a cost-based reimbursement
system here that was going up at least
20 percent a year, That is the way pay-
ments were going going up until 1983,
when in its wisdom, this body, on
behalf of not only the elderly, the doc-
tors, and the hospitals, but everybody
in this country—particularly the
young folks of this country who were
getting stuck with 14 percent of their
payroll to finance this Medicare
system—said: Put indexes in there in
lieu of cost-based reimbursement
system. Let us tell the hospitals of this
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country that if they put into effect
these prospective payment system re-
forms, where you put a price up ahead
and the best provider meets that price
and does the job for the least cost,
then you can bring down this cost of
health care. Then we promise you that
we will not take all of the profit away
from you. In effect, we will guarantee
you that your increases for your pay-
memts each year, instead of being 22
percent or whatever you bill us under
cost-based reimbursement, we will
agree to reimburse you at the cost of
the medical price index, between 5 and
5.5 percent.

We said, we will give you at least
that much of an increase over the
next 3 years as we phase this system
in. So we brought them down from 22
to 5 percent. And the Secretary in her
wisdom, and OMB, and others said, we
can take it down even further, so they
have been playing games with the pro-
grams to try to get it down.

But forget that. The index was a
way to save money for everybody. We
offered to put that index in the pot.
We said, go ahead, take that with it,
we will sacrifice the additional Medi-
care, but no more. You cannot expect
them to take zero. They were taking
22 percent. You cannot expect them to
go below zero. Do not ask them to do
it. Otherwise all of this reform, all of
this cost decrease, all of these incen-
tives we have been trying to build into
this system will go to pot, literally, or
crock as the case may be.

I do not want to take more time on
this issue, except to say that I do know
something about Medicare. In fact, I
know a whale of a lot about Medicare.
I know who the beneficiaries are.
They are all of us. But in particular, I
do not want to make an argument on
behalf of my parents; I want to make
an argument on behalf of my kids, be-
cause those are the people we are
trying to save by reducing this
amount. And I say to the Senator
from Texas, you kill that reform by
putting all of Medicare in that pot of
yours taking care of defense—and the
Senator from New Mexico is absolute-
ly right, the Republicans always take
care of defense—and you are going to
have to answer to those kids; not to
the elderly, you are going to have to
answer to those kids.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield me 5 min-
utes?

Mr. CHILES. I shall be happy to
yield 5 minutes.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Minnesota for
his knowledge about the Medicare
Program and his leadership in reform-
ing that program so that it has
become a significantly more efficient
program, I also commend him for his
foresight in seeing where our failure
to come to grips with that program
might have brought about its demise,
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as its cost outpaced the willingness or
ability of the taxpayers to continue to
pay for that program and his leader-
ship in moving Congress to adopt a
system of cost containment for the
Medicare Program.

The Senator also correctly notes
that earlier this year, the Senate went
on reocord in support of my resolution
to take the Social Security Trust
Funds out of the unified budget by a
vote of 77 to 22 in an action which
would have secured the Social Securi-
ty Trust Funds from any involvement
in the budget process.

This amendment would have safe-
guarded the trust funds from either
the reconciliation exercise that we are
going through annually or from the
sequestering process that is proposed
for many categories of expenditures in
the Gramm-Rudman bill.

Mr. President, one of the reasons I
pressed that legislation on the Senate
was that although public support for
the Social Security system is high, al-
though people believe—and correctly—
that it is largely an efficient system,
people—especially the members of the
baby boom generation—are beginning
to worry about whether or not that
Social Security system is going to de-
liver much if anything to them when
they retire in 20, 30, or 35 years.

It is my view that continued attacks
on the Social Security system in the
name of deficit reduction is undermin-
ing public confidence in that regard.
And Medicare is an integral part of
that system. Specifically, part A is the
largest part of the Medicare Program
and it is trust funded.

Mr. President, that is why I welcome
the opportunity to support the amend-
ment offered by my distinguished col-
league from Florida to move Medicare
back to a category I program.

Mr. President, when the Senate first
considered the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings package, Medicare was classified
as a category I program; that is, a pro-
gram generally considered to receive
annual increases in funds to meet its
obligations to its beneficiaries. For cat-
egory I programs, only inflation in-
creases in payments to providers
would be subject to automatic cuts
under a sequester order. Medicare was
placed in this category because it was
considered to be a Federal program
“indexed directly or indirectly, wheth-
er appropriated or contained in cur-
rent law"” (see text of Gramm-Rudman
amendment, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
October 3, 1985, S12589). The status of
Medicare as a category I program was
also reaffirmed in an October 21
Budget Committee staff memorandum
in which Medicare is explicitly listed
under category I programs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the list prepared by the ma-
jority and minority staffs of the
Senate Budget Committee, showing all
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programs considered to be in category

I, be included in the REcorp at this

point,

There being no objection, the list
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

PROGRAMS INVOLVING AUTOMATIC SPENDING
INCREASES (CATEGORY 1), As DEFINED BY
SENATE STAFF
Rail Industry Pension Fund (excluding

limitation on administrative expenses).

Supplemental Security Income,

Veterans' Pension,

Veterans' Compensation.’

Civil Service Retirement (excluding limi-
tation on administrative expenses).

Military Retirement.

Foreign Service Retirement.

Public Health Service Retirement.

Coast Guard Retirement.

Federal Judiciary Survivors Benefit.

United States Presidents Pensions.

CIA Retirement and Disability.

Federal Reserve Board Employees Retire-
ment System.

Comptrollers General Retirement System.

Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) Retire-
ment System.

FECA (Worker's Compensation for Feder-
al Employees).

Food Stamps.

Child Nutrition.

Supplementary Medical Insurance.

National Wool Act.

Black Lung Program.

Special Benefits for Disabled Coal Miners.

Hospital Insurance (excluding limitation
on administrative expenses).

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, under
the Packwood substitute to the House-
passed version of Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings, Medicare is treated as a cate-
gory II, or *“controllable” program.
This is being done principally to ease
the budget impact of future Presiden-
tial sequester orders on the Pentagon.
By moving Medicare to category II,
Congress would be subjecting Medi-
care in automatic sequester orders to
cuts well below the freeze levels, not
just to cuts in inflation adjustments.
The uniform percentage reductions of
such sequester orders would be made
even if Congress had already passed a
law, or the Secretary had already
issued a regulation, to freeze Medicare
provider reimbursements at the previ-
ous year’s level. In short, this treat-
ment of Medicare opens up the pro-
gram to major uncertainties about the
amount and method by which hospital
and other provider payments could be
reduced under the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings measure.

Mr. President, Medicare has experi-
enced substantial budget cuts over the
last few years. For fiscal years 1986-88
as part of just the fiscal year 1986
budget process, the Senate Finance
Committee has voted to cut the Medi-
care Program by -nearly $11 billion.
The Senate Aging Committee and
other committees of Congress have
found that problems may be develop-

! H.J. Res. 372 explicitly requires that Veterans’
Compensation be treated as an automatically in-
dexed program,
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ing with the quality of care as hospi-
tals pare down their services in re-
sponse to cuts in Medicare payment.
In addition, we know that Medicare
beneficaries are being asked to spend
more and more out of pocket to pay
for the cost of their health care.

By placing Medicare into category
II, Mr. President, Congress increases
the likelihood that the burden on
beneficiaries will grow worse. While
there is language in the Packwood
substitute protecting category II pro-
grams from any direct increase in ben-
eficiary copayments, deductibles, or
premiums through a Presidential se-
quester order, it is inevitable that any
cuts to providers will be passed along
to beneficiaries.

Senator CHILES' amendment would
return the Medicare Program to cate-
gory 1. It does not exempt Medicare
from the pain of deficit reduction be-
cause Medicare would still have to
bear its fair share. But the Chiles
amendment would prevent fundamen-
tal changes in the Medicare Program
from being made through a Presiden-
tial sequestering order, rather than
through the normal legislative proe-
Ess.

Mr. President, I suggest that those
who prefer Medicare to be a category I
program, and who maintain that by
adopting the Chiles amendment we in
some way limit them cuts to Medicare,
should amend category I to permit the
sequestration of discretionary cost-of-
living increases for programs like Med-
icare. That it seems to me would solve
the problem and might ease some of
the pain. If the Chiles amendment car-
ries, someone might very well want to
do that, and it might be an amend-
ment I could well support. But I
cannot support leaving Medicare in
category II because, among other
things, I just do not know what would
happen. What is going to happen?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator’'s 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. HEINZ. Will the Senator yield 2
additional minutes?

Mr. CHILES. Yes.

Mr. HEINZ. I thank my friend and
colleague from Florida. I have been
trying to figure out how the hospital
or the doctor would react when we
reduce their reimbursement 10 per-
cent, 5 percent, 15 percent, pick a
number, below what it had been the
previous year. I suppose in the case of
a for-profit hospital, they would make
less profit. In the case of a not-for-
profit hospital, which is not making
any profit, I support they would shift
the costs to other patients, some who
might be able to afford it, some not.
Some hospitals might not be able to
pass that on simply because of timing
problems, and we do not exactly pay
up front. We are a little slow paying
here in the Federal Government. I
guess unless we get the debt ceiling
out of the way one of these days soon
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we are going to be very slow paying
indeed.

Many of the not-for-profit health
care providers and hospitals already
find themselves in a substantial bind.
So I see, Mr. President, some very dif-
ficult choices being made if we do not
adopt the Chiles amendment.

I know that there are others who
want to speak so I will not belabor this
point further. In closing, I do believe,
that in adopting the Chiles amend-
ment, we will be absolutely true to
both the letter and the intent and the
spirit of Gramm-Rudman as it passed
the Senate the first time. I am com-
mitted to Gramm-Rudman as it passed
the Senate the first time I think that
a deal is a deal. It was a good deal
when we passed it and we should not
try to undo it.

Mr. President, I am pleased to be
able to join my distinguished col-
leagues from Florida in supporting
this most needed amendment to
ensure a safe future for Medicare. I
am happy to make this a bipartisan
effort and I hope that my colleagues
on this side of the aisle will join forces
with Senator CHILES to pass this
amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be added as a consponsor to
the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield as much
time as the Senator from New Mexico
may want.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, for
purposes of making sure I know where
we are, could I be advised at 5 min-
utes? I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. President, first let me say to my
friend, the junior Senator from New
Mexico, who asked the question, alleg-
edly Republicans changed the bill. I
do not think that is the case. I think
at best one could say there was confu-
sion as to whether this was I or II but
I do not think this was a Republican
approach. I think you will find that of
the conferees a compelling majority of
both Republicans and Democrats fa-
vored putting it in II and we will find
that out when we vote because I be-
lieve & number of those from both
sides of the aisle, which will be a com-
pelling majority of the conferees, de-
cided to clarify this and put it in II.

Mr. CHILES. Will the Senator yield
at that point?

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to
yield on the Senator’s time.

Mr. CHILES. I will be happy to yield
on my time. I am the first one to say
that the Senator from Texas might
have intended something else, but I
think it was pretty clear by our staffs
and by CBO as the bill went out of the

the
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Senate we all knew how it was going to
be scored. If we go back to the confer-
ence and see how many times Mr. Bell
was asked where was Medicare, it was
in category I. If we look at the docu-
ments, major substantive amend-
ments—this is the majority’'s House
substitute—it is listed as a major sub-
stantive amendment. It says, ‘‘Speci-
fies precisely the acts to be considered
in the automatic spending increase.
Medicare has been moved from this
category to category IL” So to say
that it may have been somebody’s
intent is one thing but it is pretty
clear, is it not, thast it was in category
I? The staff said that, the majority
staff, CBO staff said that. Everybody
that scored it said that and now there
was a decision made, made by the ma-
jority, we want to move it. And you
have the votes; I guess you can make
that decision.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my good
friend. Let me stand on my statement
and indicate that this amendment is
not a Republican amendment. I be-
lieve the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Lonc] favors it. I may
be mistaken but I think the distin-
guished Senator from Texas [Mr.
BeENnTsEN] favors it. That is the only
point I am making. I believe we at-
tempted in conference as part of clari-
fying many different proposals to put
it in category II. If that is a major
change, so be it. Let me try to defend
it at this point.

First of all, everyone should know
that part B of Medicare is not a trust
fund in the sense that the money
comes from the payroll tax that the
American people and the young
people—about whom my friend is wor-
ried—pay. As a matter of fact, this
year, the general fund of the United
States will put $19 billion of general
fund tax money in Medicare. This ap-
propriation is necessary because pre-
miums paid by beneficiaries cover only
25 percent of the cost of Medicare part
B—the part that pays for physicians
and other providers. We, as a nation,
must pay the other 75 percent from
several revenues.

What else have we done? We have
excluded Social Security for the senior
citizens, regardless of income. Social
Security recipients are going to get
their checks and they are going to get
their COLA increases without change.

We should make sure on the record
that it is generally understood that
only about 13-percent of Social Securi-
ty beneficiaries are within the poverty
level, and all the rest are not poor.
Yet, we have taken them off and are
saying that they are going to get their
checks and their increases.

In addition, the Senator from Flori-
da would like to say that we are going
to limit the impact of sequestration on
Medicare—most of which goes for
senior citizens who are not poor. If
they are poor they will get Medicaid,
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yet all of Medicaid is put in sequestra-
tion.

It seems to me that we should take a
look and say whether that is fair.

In answer to the argument of the
subcommittee chairman, if I under-
stood him correctly, he is really saying
that it is bad management; that it is a
terrible thing to do to doctors and to
hospitals who made a deal.

The National Institutes of Health,
$5.4 billion—they are having a devil of
a time managing an ongoing research
program that might save us hundreds
of billions of dollars, and we are not
worried about sequestering them; and
$5.4 billion comes out of the general
taxes. We are going to cut them, a
health program of high promise.

There is $500 million in the mater-
nal and child health block grant, for
the poorest of the poor who need pre-
natal care and care for their children,
and we are going to cut it because,
somehow or other, Medicare has this
resonance: Medicare and Social Securi-
ty—they sort of go together. We have
to make sure that we do not touch any
of them.

Veterans health care, $9.4 billion a
year. That is what we spent. It is a
high priority item. In this amendment
we are leaving pot No. 2 for across-the-
board sequestration—$9.4 billion in
veterans health care.

Go out to the seniors of this country
and put up for a vote, instead of the
U.S. Senate, “Would you like to cut
veterans health care 8 percent in a se-
questration and exempt yourself, Mr.
and Mrs. Average Medicare Recipi-
ent?” Let us put it up to a vote for
them. I will bet that the good con-
science of the American people would
say: “If you are automatically going to
cut veterans care, you surely ought to
let the doctors and the hospitals, who
are providing services under Medicare,
take a little bit of the cut.” They are
not going to take much. But surely
those veterans are.

The way it is now, you are going to
cut Medicaid. It is a program for the
poor, by definition. Roughly $24 bil-
lion is our share and the States match
it. There will be an attempt here to
take it out, too. As a matter of fact,
theré is more justification for taking
out Medicaid than Medicare. It is the
American program to pay for those
who cannot afford medical care. But
they do not belong to some major
groups in this country. They are not
part of some groups that say seniors,
and that means Social Security and
Medicare, should not be touched.
They want to exclude Medicare, even
if it is the doctors and hospitals that
you are going to cut the 6 percent, 6
percent, 7 percent, or 10 percent.

Indian health: $900 million. Can
anybody tell me that the state of
Indian health is as good as the Medi-
care recipients’ in this country? We
have a trust responsibility to them,
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but we are going to cut them because
they are not Medicare; they are not
part of the Social Security group that
there is some fiction about, that they
need it. Again, we are not talking
about beneficiaries. It is the doctors
and the hospitals that get the money.
We now have provided specifically
that they are the ones who would get
their bills paid, but they get 5-percent
less in the sequestration, and most
seniors will not be affected. The doc-
tors and the hospitals will.

There are others we can go through.

Let me mention education: We have
turned ourselves inside out in this in-
stitution to be concerned about educa-
tion. We want to educate the handi-
capped. We want to be sure we have
student loans. They are sequestered,
even the student loans, in a way that
will make it apply in future years so
that banks will know they have a con-
tinuous program. It will be seques-
tered, and nobody is even offering an
amendment to change that in this
package.

Agriculture: Speak about manage-
ment, which worries my friend from
Minnesota! Here is agriculture, and we
are going to sequester it in the midst
of probably as bad economic times for
agriculture as we have had since the
Great Depression, unless you choose
the method of the House. They say
exempt it all.

I repeat that if we want to put our-
selves in the position where next year
we do not have to sequester anything,
then we should approach this seques-
tration by saying that everybody has
to be in that particular negotiating
mode, so that we can force the inter-
ests in Congress and in the President
of the United States to get around the
table and confront that 144 next year,
and they will all have to be there,
pushing and giving their bit in a prior-
tization.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 5 ad-
ditional minutes.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield.

Mr. LONG. 1 agree with the distin-
guished Senator. I am not speaking for
the Democratic Party, but I note that
when it came down to a final vote,
more than half the Democrats did
vote for the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
amendment, and I was one of them.

I favor the position taken by the
Senator from New Mexico and oppose
the amendment of Mr. CHILES be-
cause, in my judgment, we should
make every spending item we can sub-
ject to the overall cut, so that Con-
gress will be compelled to focus on this
and say, “Is this how we want the cut
to apply?” We would have everything
in there, and then use our best judg-
ment. If we do not think Medicare
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should be cut, OK—we can go into the
sequestration operation and look at
each item and say that we do not want
to cut this one or cut it as nearly as
much as an across-the-board cut would
require; and we can say which would
take a higher priority and which
would take a lesser priority.

However, if you take it out of Medi-
care and one thing and another in
which interest many people you put it
on the basis where Congress would
tend to look the other way and let the
cut go through without focusing on
what part is well taken, which does
not make sense.

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not think this
is an argument, by making it less oner-
ous on defense. I think this is an argu-
ment that has to do with whether or
not we consider, on the domestic side,
what we are going to sequester, wheth-
er there is a compelling reason to treat
this program different from the
myriad of domestic programs that you
are going to put in sequestration. I
find no compelling reason based in
equity or in fairness.

I have recited a litany. I think that
many programs, in fairness and equity,
should be excluded before it. Frankly,
I believe that leaving it in is most cal-
culated to get a good program for the
United States under Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings, rather than a poor one.

RECESS UNTIL 1:30 P.M.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
now stand in recess until 1:30 p.m.
today.

(Thereupon, at 11:59 a.m. the
Senate recessed until 1:30 p.m.; where-
upon, the Senate reassembled when
called to order by the Presiding Offi-
cer (Mr. CHAFEE).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, we will have a quorum
call, with the time to be divided equal-
ly.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, how
much time remains for the Chiles
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon has 4 minutes
remaining and the Senator from Flori-
da has 12 minutes remaining.

Mr. LONG. I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank my colleague for yield-
ing. I will be brief and stay within the
4 minutes.

1 would like to indicate to my col-
leagues the importance of this vote
and the importance of the position
Senator CHILES has taken in promot-
ing this amendment. It is not a matter
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of saving the old folks political bacon,
or any of that sort of thing. This pro-
posal is designed to restore the treat-
ment of Medicare to the position that
it was in when 75 Members of this
body voted for the Gramm-Rudman
proposal 3 weeks ago. That is, we
could very easily have taken the posi-
tion that the Medicare trust fund, like
the Social Security trust fund, expend-
itures are not to be exempted entirely
from Gramm-Rudman. We chose not
to do so.

We chose to say that all the reform
elements of Medicare, that is, the hos-
pital indexes, the doctor indexes, ev-
erything else, would be treated the
same as all other payments in the
system.

The current index adjustment for
hospitals is approximately 5 or 5.6 per-
cent. We agreed that this 5.6-percent
adjustment, over about a $56 billion
payout next year, would be part of the
sequestration. So to the degree that
Medicare payments would have to be
part of sequestration, they would be.

That was the agreement when it
went out of this body. It got changed
to accommodate other changes made
in the conference committee. All the
Senator from Florida and I and a lot
of other supporters of this amendment
are trying to do is to put Medicare
back where it was when it left this
body: A full participant in the process
of deficit reduction.

The argument is made that this is
just payments to doctors and hospi-
tals. I will say to you with all the cer-
tainty that I can that if you enter into
a course of conduct proposed by the
Senator from Oregon, the Senator
from New Mexico and others, of
taking Medicare down below zero ad-
justment for hospitals and doctors,
you are going to start seeing hospitals
disappear in this country.

I suggest you go read your mail. The
first place they will start is in all of
these rural towns in this country that
are already in trouble because of the
quick changes in reimbursement. You
take away their 5.5-percent adjust-
ment that has been promised to them
as part of this reform and they are
going to go out of business. You say
one more time to the doctors of this
country, “We are going to freeze your
part B payments and in fact take them
below the $15 per visit that you had
before,” and you are going to find
more doctors than today saying, “I do
not want to have anything to do with
Medicare. I can live pretty well with-
out Medicare.”

The proponents of this amendment
are not arguing to put Medicare in the
same category as Social Security. We
are arguing to put Medicare in the
same category as all other spending
programs around this place. Treat
them and their proposed adjustments
in the same way in the sequestration
process as most other things are being
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treated. I would hope that this body
has the good sense to agree one more
time as it did before that Medicare
ought to be treated the same way as
other programs. Go with the Chiles
amendment and get a big vote in favor
of the Chiles amendment so that if
this has to go back to conference,
which it will, there will not be any
more messing around with the Medi-
care reform payments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, may I
ask how much time the Senator from
Florida has remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida has 8% minutes.

Mr. CHILES. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I yield 4 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, 1
thank the Senator from Florida.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to be added as a cosponsor to the
amendment offered by Senator
CHILES.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I am
supporter of the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings bill. I also supported including
Social Security within the scope of
this legislation. But when others and I
voted for this bill, we assumed that
the high-priority category I program
list surely included the Medicare Pro-
gram. That is where I believed Social
Security belonged and I think that the
argument is the same for Medicare.

Now we are being told that there
was no such understanding, only con-
fusion, about whether Medicare is to
be a high-priority program or treated
as just another ‘“controllable” discre-
tionary program.

I welcome the amendment offered
by Senator CHILEs to set the record
straight. I think that this gives us all
the chance to say what our priorities
are.

There is a reason that the legislation
we are considering has priority catego-
ries. In the first category, programs
could not be cut below freeze levels.
That does not exempt these programs
from reducitons. It subjects them to
the prospect of eliminating the price
adjustment that would otherwise be
provided.

Category II is everything else. These
programs, including controllable de-
fense expenditures, can be reduced by
the amounts necessary to reach the
deficit target levels contained in the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings bill.

So, the question is, Where does Med-
icare belong? I support this amend-
ment because it puts Medicare among
the highest priority activities of the
Federal Government, and that is
where it belongs.
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To say that deep reductions, reduc-
tions well below freeze levels, in the
Medicare Program will not affect
America's senior citizens, the benefici-
aries, simply ignore the facts. In my
State, there are already several hospi-
tals on the brink of financial collapse.
Almost all of these hospitals are heavi-
ly reliant on Medicare payments. And
the doctors in these communities are,
too.

What happens to these communities
when Medicare begins to pay less, sub-
stantially less, than they have project-
ed? I think we can be almost certain
that some of these hospitals will be
forced to close and many physicians
will refuse to participate in the Medi-
care Program.

In rural America, this means that
senior citizens will not have access to
health care. And I am not talking
about being merely inconvenienced. I
am talking about in some cases having
to travel over 100 miles to the next
nearest facility or doctor. It is no exag-
geration to say that in some cases that
is a life or death consequence.

What about quality of care? This is
already a serious concern with the
payment levels now in effect under
prospective payment to hospitals and
freezes on physician fees. Do we really
believe that the quality of health care
in America, the health care that we
now call the finest in the world, will
not decline when payments are sharp-
ly and rapidly reduced? You get what
you pay for. I do not think we want to
say that we are willing to settle for
second-class care for senior citizens.

Mr. President, as the ranking minor-
ity member of the Health Subcommit-
tee on the Senate Finance Committee,
I know how important it is to restrain
health care costs. Each year we have
struggled with that task and I think
that we are making progress. But I
also think that Congress must make
these changes in an orderly and delib-
erative manner, knowing as best we
can the consequences of our actions.
The Chiles amendment will help to
make sure that meaningful, sensible
reform can continue and not be pre-
cluded by arbitrary formula reduc-
tions.

Finally, let me say that I hope that
the Senator from Oregon is right that
we should not frame this debate as a
choice between health care and de-
fense spending, but the choices are
clear. Defense is cut less if Medicare is
cut more. That is the question before
us.
I hope that my colleagues will real-
ize that the issue really is the future
access to benefit that senior citizens
have already paid for and the quality
of care that they deserve. -

Mr. President, I also want to address
the point raised earlier by the Senator
from Texas. He said on the floor, and
others have made the same point, that
the amendment offered by the Sena-
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tor from Florida [Mr. CHILES] really is
an amendment which does not directly
affect Medicare beneficiaries but
rather affects only health care provid-
ers, such as hospitals and doctors. The
fact of the matter, Mr. President, is
that if the Chiles amendment is not
adopted—that is, if Medicare is treated
the same way as all those programs in
category II, then beneficiaries will be
cut.

Why? Very simply: because pay-
ments under Medicare, certainly under
part A, go in the main to providers;
that is, doctors, hospitals, and other
health care providers.

It is true that Gramm-Rudman pro-
tects direct Social Security beneficiary
payments. But if payments to doctors
and hospitals are cut the same degree
as are other programs that are seques-
tered under category II, then who
here today can stand up and say that
Medicare beneficiaries, senior citizens,
will not also be cut? If we cut hospitals
and doctors and other providers to the
same degree as other programs that
are sequestered, it is obvious that
beneficiaries themselves are going to
get the brunt of that cut. So it is
unfair, it is misleading for Senators
here today to say that the cuts will go
only to doctors and hospitals and,
“Gee, they are getting a lot of money
anyway and they should be cut.”

That is a specious argument, Mr.
President, because if you look at it
closely, if doctors and hospitals are
cut, they are going to start giving less
treatment to patients. Hospitals will
have even shorter lengths of stay. Pa-
tients will be forced to leave hospitals
even more quickly. Hospitals may not
admit as many patients.

The same will happen to doctors.
Fewer doctors under part B will take
Medicare patients, or they will not
take assignments. So, indirectly bene-
ficiaries will be cut.

It seems to me that Social Security
and Medicare should be treated the
same. Social Security beneficiaries are
retired Americans who get direct bene-
ficiary payments. Medicare patients
are not only aged people, as are Social
Security people, but they are people
who are sick, and need health care. I
supported putting Social Security in
category I and it certainly seems to me
that Medicare should be in category I.
That includes beneficiaries as well as
health care providers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’'s time has expired.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the amendment to move
Medicare from category II to category
I of the Gramm-Rudman proposal.

There is no program more important
to America than Medicare. History
will judge the quality of our soclety—
and we should judge ourselves—not by
the generosity with which we reward
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the wealthy, strong, and powerful but
by the way we provide for the weak,
the needy, and the old.

The quality of life of 30 million aged
and disabled Americans depends on
the adoption of the amendment we are
considering today. Subjecting this pro-
gram to the kind of cuts that inclusion
in category II might require would
mean breaking the promise of afford-
able health care for our senior citi-
Zens.

Medicare has done more to bring
dignity and security to the lives of
America's senior citizens than any
social innovation since Social Security.
In the dark days before Medicare, the
elderly lived with the knowledge that
any serious illness would mean the loss
of a lifetime of savings. In the dark
days before Medicare, the elderly were
frequently denied the benefits of
modern medical science because they
could not afford to pay for them.

But the enactment of Medicare
changed the lives of America’s senior
citizens. Medicare brought our senior
citizens greater financial security and
assured them access to the best medi-
cal care America has to offer. As a
result of Medicare, the senior citizens
of America enjoy the blessing of
longer and healthier lives.

This year is the 20th anniversary of
the passage of Medicare. It is ironic
that, at the end of Medicare's second
decade, this proposal—a dramatic
change from the legislation that was
passed only a few weeks ago—proposes
to break the promise of Medicare.

Without this amendment, Medicare
cuts could total $4 billion next year
and $7.4 to $11 billion the following
year.

What will be the impact of these
drastic reductions? The authors of this
proposal point to the language of their
amendment that proclaims that bene-
ficiary premiums may not be raised or
benefits included in legislation be re-
duced. All the reductions, if this provi-
sion is adopted, will come from reduc-
tions in payments to doctors, hospitals
and other Medicare providers.

But the size of the cuts that might
arise from leaving Medicare in catego-
ry II makes a mockery of these prom-
ises to protect Medicare beneficiaries.
Under the Medicare law, physicians
are not obligated to accept Medicare
recognized charges as payment in full.
Instead, they are allowed to pass on to
beneficiaries, in addition to the
normal 20 percent copayment, any dif-
ference between what they want to
charge and what Medicare will pay.
Physicians currently pass on extra
costs to Medicare beneficiaries on ap-
proximately half of all bills. Failure to
enact this amendment will mean that
billions of dollars in additional costs
will fall on Medicare beneficiaries.

The sad fact is that Medicare benefi-
claries already pay too much for the
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health care they need—an average of
$1,600 out of their own pockets this
year. This amounts to 15 percent of
the average elderly person's total
income—the same excessive percent-
age the elderly paid in the dark days
before Medicare.

While the additional out-of-pocket
costs the elderly could have to pay as
a result of this proposal are bad, the
consequences for senior citizens' access
to hospital care are potentially even
worse.

Hospitals cannot pass on additional
charges to Medicare beneficiaries;
they must accept Medicare reimburse-
ment as payment in full. Medicare
payments are already substantially
below those of private insurance. If
Medicare is cut to the degree contem-
plated in this proposal, the differen-
tial could widen by 10 percent next
year and comparable amounts in sub-
sequent years, until Medicare pays
only a small fraction of the going rate.
It will not be long before our senior
citizens find themselves turned away
at the hospital door and relegated to
second class status in charity wards.

I can imagine no greater blow to the
dignity and well-being of our Nation's
elderly. Adoption of this amendment
will give our senior citizens the assur-
ances they deserve that the promise of
Medicare remains unbroken.

The amendment I am supporting
today will not spare any program from
budget restraint. But it will classify
Medicare where it belongs with other
entitlements. We must keep our
solemn commitments to America's el-
derly. We must keep faith with those
who have kept faith with America
through war and depression.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? If neither side yields time,
time will be charged equally.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, before
lunch, we heard an argument that
Medicare was never meant to be in cat-
egory I and that it is not automatical-
ly indexed. It seem to me that Medi-
care has been a kind of moving target
and the definition of what falls into
category I has been moving, too.

When this bill was first introduced
by the distinguished Senator from
Texas, he define those programs in
category I as requiring an automatic
spending increase. At that time, he did
not use the term “automatic index-
ing.” He defined this to mean, the
record shows, “all Federal programs
indexed directly or indirectly, whether
appropriated or contained in current
law; this shall include entitlements
and other payments to individuals,
open-ended payments and grants and
other similar programs, and shall not
include increases in Government ex-
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penditures due to changes in program
participation rates.”

That pretty well established what I
think was the intent that Medicare,
Medicaid, AFDC, all those should be
in category I—perhaps more than
that. Now we see some changes that
were made after that time.

There were some changes on the
Senate floor. It was tightened up a
little bit and the definition somewhat
changed.

In the Senate-passed bill, ‘“‘automatic
spending increase” was defined as “all
Federal programs indexed directly
whether appropriated or contained in
current law. This shall not include in-
creases in Government expenditures
due to changes in participation rates.”
Medicare was still in category I. The
majority staff of the Budget Commit-
tee analyzed the bill and decided Medi-
care was in category I.

Our decision to agree to the bill was
based on Medicare being in title I.
Now, perhaps there was a change of
mind. Of course, we did see that in the
conference, a majority in the confer-
ence decided that they would make
this change.

It seems to me, Mr. President, if we
are talking about purity, we ought to
be looking for it now. The new defini-
tion supposedly is “pure.” Under that,
it is clear that supposedly it is only the
real indexed programs.

Yet we see that veterans’ compensa-
tion is on the list now. It is a program
that is not automatically indexed.
There has to be separate legislation in
a year that we want those benefits to
be increased. But it is in category I as
opposed to category II. So it looks like
what amounts to legislative purity is
in the mind of the beholder, what you
would like to be there. It seems to me
you can put anything you want on
that list.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President,
this is indeed the first of the test votes
as to whether we are serious about
this whole process and keeping as
much as we can in the pot. Let us
make very clear again what is going to
happen to those remaining programs
in the pot if this amendment passes.

Whether that is defense or school
lunches or education or National Insti-
tutes of Health or rural housing, every
time we take something out of the pot
that might otherwise be subject to se-
quester and move it out where it
cannot be sequestered, everything else
that is left in the pot has to be cut a
bit more. So the question becomes, is
this program of such a high, high pri-
ority—higher than Medicaid, higher
than AFDC, higher than programs
that go to the genuinely needy—that
we are going to make it almost un-
touchable and say all of the other pro-
grams are going to be touched more? I
do not think it is fair, I do not think it
is right. But, more importantly, this is
the first key vote as to whether or not
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we are serious about trying to have a
process that works and when and if we
have to make cuts, they touch every-
one equally.

How much time does the Senator
from Florida have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
CoHEN). The Senator from Florida has
1 minute.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I think
we are ready to vote. It is interesting
that now we are talking about this ter-
ribly key vote and what is in and what
is out. The bill as introduced left out a
program cited by the sponsors, Social
Security. The distinguished Senator
from New Mexico made the great ar-
gument about 16 percent of those
people are below the poverty line, the
rest are not. But it was decided that
we would not even touch them under
any circumstances, not under category
I and not under category II; they just
would not be touched.

I am trying to understand the logic
of how you take an entitlement pro-
gram with a trust fund—moneys were
withheld from the recipients—you
have this separate trust fund and it is
an entitlement program—yet we said,
“Wait a minute, that is $74 billion.
Let’s put that in the pot and let’s take
that. Then we have veterans compen-
sation. It is not an indexed program; if
there is a COLA it has to be passed by
the Congress every year. Let's put that
into title I list.”

The Senator from Florida is trying
to understand what is the logic of this
“pure” kind of proposal when we do
not take Social Security and put it in
anywhere, and when we do take veter-
ans compensation, a nonindexed pro-
gram and put it on that list, but now
we are going to say Medicare, also an
indexed program, should be -called
“controllable.”

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield my remaining time to the Sena-
tor from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for yielding to me.
Mr. President, the question we are an-
swering here is, when 75 Members out
of 99 present voted for the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings proposal, were we
serious? If this amendment is adopted,
it is clear that the next three amend-
ments will be adopted as well because
if this amendment can stand on its
merits, certainly those can too. That
will exempt a total of $125 billion
from the sequester process.

Now, to convert that into arithmetic,
it means every other program which is
part of the process will be cut by 30
percent more if we adopt these amend-
ments than if we do not. It is my hope,
Mr. President, that we will do our job;
that under this process we will make
difficult and courageous decisions;
that we will reach a consensus that we
will all compromise; that we will meet
the targets by doing our duty, by
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adopting budgets that meet those ob-
jectives. But if we do not, it is vital
that we have everything in the pot
that is on the budget. That in essence
is what we have done in this current
package before us.

The Senator from Florida talked
about a trust fund. We are paying $19
billion a year out of general revenue
into the Medicare Program.

That is not a trust fund. That is a
direct payment from the taxpayers.
What we are talking about is not bene-
fits to beneficiaries. We are talking
about payments to doctors and hospi-
tals. That is not an irrelevant issue. It
is a very relevant issue. But the ques-
tion is if we can cut everything else, do
their priorities stand above everyone
else's? I say no and there is no priority
more important than balancing the
budget and preserving a recovery that
has brought about jobs and hope and
opportunity to our people. I urge Sen-
ators to vote against this amendment.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
move to table the amendment of the
Senator from Florida and ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
WEeIckER] is necessarily absent.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Zor-
INSKY] is absent because of illness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 280 Leg.]
YEAS—54

Gramm
Grassley
Hatch
Hatfield
Hecht
Helms
Hollings
Humphrey
Johnston
Kasten
Laxalt
Long
Lugar
Mathias
Mattingly
MecClure
McConnell
Murkowski

Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Pressler
Proxmire
Quayle
Roth
Rudman
Simpson
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Symms
Thurmond
Trible
‘Wallop
Warner
Wilson

Abdnor
Armstrong
Bentsen
Bingaman
Boren
Boschwitz
Cochran
Cohen
D'Amato
Danforth
Denton
Dole
Domenici
East
Evans
Garn
Goldwater
Gorton

NAYS—44

DeConcini
Dixon

Dodd
Durenberger
Eagleton
Exon

Ford

Glenn

Gore

Harkin

Hart
Hawkins
Heflin
Heinz
Inouye
Kassebaum
Kennedy
Kerry
Lautenberg
Leahy

Andrews
Baucus
Biden
Bradley
Bumpers
Burdick
Byrd
Chafee
Chiles
Cranston
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Levin
Matsunaga
Melcher
Metzenbaum
Mitchell

Sarbanes
Sasser
Simon
Specter

Moynihan
Pell

Pryor
Riegle
Rockefeller

NOT VOTING—2

Weicker Zorinsky

So the motion to lay on the table
the amendment (No. 961) was agreed

to.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was agreed to.

Mr. LONG. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 963
(Purpose: To lower the deficit target for
fiscal year 1986)

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration. I am
sending the amendment in my own
name, and on behalf of Senators
CHiLEs, ExoN, and KENNEDY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE],
for himself, Mr. CHILES, Mr. ExoN, Mr. KEn-
NEDY, and Mr. METZENBAUM, proposes an
amendment numbered 963 to amendment
No. 957.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The text of the amendment is print-
ed in Routine Morning Business under
Amendments Submitted.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I ask
for order in the Chamber, please,
before I start.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sena-
tors who wish to carry on their conver-
sations, please take those conversa-
tions to the cloakroom.

The Senator from Michigan.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I be-
lieve this is a very important amend-
ment, not because I happen to be of-
fering it, but the substance of the
amendment makes it an important
one. It has to do with the question of
establishing exactly what the first-
yvear fiscal 1986 deficit target will be in
the Gramm-Rudman proposal, assum-
ing that it becomes law.

This is a matter of great.controver-
sy. The Senate presently has one
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number that appears to avoid any defi-
cit reduction for the fiscal year that
we are now in. The House last week
passed a different version with a very
tough-year deficit target of $161 bil-
lion, and with no fudge factor such as
we have presently in the Gramm-
Rudman proposal.

So the difference between these two
is very significant. The question of
how we arrive at a first year target, or
if you will an immediate year target, is
something that I think we have to
consider very carefully. The amend-
ment that I have sent to the desk pro-
poses a current fiscal year target just
about in the middle of the present pro-
posal in Gramm-Rudman which I
think is far too loose, and the one that
the House has offered which some
people think is too tight with respect
to the timing of actually putting it
into effect in this fiscal year in which
some part of it has already gone by.

What we presently have in Gramm-
Rudman is as follows: It is a target, a
stated target, of $180 billion deficit,
but it has with it a 5-percent leeway
which is the fudge factor which most
of the economists and columnists have
discovered which shows in fact that
that deficit figure can balloon up to
$189 billion before there is a require-
ment for any automatic cuts.

Under the current CBO estimates
for the 1986 fiscal year, the deficit is
estimated to be $185 billion. By having
a first year target that is actually $4
billion higher than the $185 billion
deficit figure there is a very real likeli-
hood that we would escape the disci-
pline for this fiscal year, and many
suspect that is quite deliberate. And it
is for the purpose of trying to finesse
this problem past the 1986 elections,
and sneak by as much as possible with-
out the Gramm-Rudman proposition
really biting in a serious way to start
making some of the budget cuts that
are needed.

I happen to think very strongly that
the budget does need to be cut, and it
needs to be cut now. It needs to be cut
in a significant amount that both fi-
nancial markets will pay attention to,
and hopefully we can get some further
interest rate relief, some greater eco-
nomic growth. Hopefully, we can get
that combination of events started to
bring the deficit down even further,
and giving us some more relief from
the pressure of the high deficits that
we are now confronted with.

My amendment would do the follow-
ing: It would take as our budget deficit
target and put it in as the Gramm-
Rudman target, the budget resolution
deficit level that we passed in the
Senate in August of this year, not very
long ago, and by a substantial 2-to-1
majority. It would take that figure,
the $171.9 billion, and it would set
that as the target for this year. How-
ever, we would soften it some because




30520

we would leave in the fiscal year ad-
justment factor that is now in Gramm-
Rudman that takes into account the
fact that we have already begun the
fiscal year. Therefore we would not
have to make a full year's reduction
for this fiscal year when part of the
yvear will have elapsed, which I think is
legitimate. So we retain the same frac-
tion of adjustment for the fiscal year
which is presently in Gramm-Rudman.

So what this would involve in terms
of money is this, With the current
CBO estimate of the deficit for 1986
being $185 billion, and with us having
set forth our own budget target earlier
of $171.9 billion, or, say, $172 billion,
that would mandate a cut in total
without the fractional adjustment of
about $13 billion for this fiscal year.
By taking into account the fractional
adjustment, it pulls that down to an
adjustment of approximately $9.8 bil-
lion.

That is what we would be mandating
to have to save under Gramm-Rudman
out over the remainder of the fiscal
year—$9.8 billion saving beneath what
CBO now tells us is the estimated defi-
cit for the fiscal year that we have
begun.

It will be very interesting to see how
the vote goes because there are some
who say, well, we want Gramm-
Rudman, we want deficit reduction,
and we want budget cuts but we do not
want them now. We want them later,
preferably after the 1986 elections.
There are others who are saying with
what the House has put in as a first-
year target it is so tough and so low
that it is basically unachievable.

What I am offering here is a number
that is achievable, and that is reasona-
ble. In fact, it is the precise number
that we committed ourselves to meet
just a matter of about 4 months ago
here on the Senate floor. So we are
here today to affirm a number that we
have already committed ourselves to
have to meet, and we are adjusting
that and providing some leeway with
respect to the fact that part of the
fiscal year has gone by.

As to the question of whether we
could cut $9.8 billion out of this fiscal
year's budget which is a budget of $1
trillion to me really poses an essential
test of whether or not Gramm-
Rudman is real or whether it is a fake
as many of us are inclined to think
that it is because a $9.8 billion reduc-
tion on a $1 trillion budget is less than
1 percent,

It ought to be within our reach if we
are serious about doing this or, in the
alternative, if the intent is just to
push this thing off into the future and
finesse it until after the next election,
then clearly we can do that. We can
leave it as it is with an artificially high
target, and with a target that is now
above what the CBO says the deficit
next year will be. In fact, it will allow

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

the deficit to increase rather than
mandate that it decrease.

So by any measurement I think this
is a very reasonable number to set for
ourselves. It puts the discipline into
effect.

As to the timing, if we adopt this
amendment—and we allow then a defi-
cit next year that would be no higher
than $175.2 billion, and therefore
based on current estimates require us
to come in and find a way to save the
roughly $9.8 billion that I have just
made reference to. The GAO would
submit a report to us on December 15
of this year. At that date the Presi-
dent would then have 14 days in which
to decide how he would recommend
that we achieve these economies and
these budget reductions in order to
come back with his proposal as to how
we get down to the deficit figure
which was the maximum that would
be allowed.

That report from him would have to
be in by the 29th of December. As
Gramm-Rudman is now written, there
would then be a period of 30 days in
which the Congress would have to ex-
amine that package that the President
has sent down to us to take a look at
it, to decide whether we want to
accept it, and whether we want to rec-
ommend changes in it. But I think it
gives us a period of time, through Jan-
uary 28 on the calendar, to be able to
respond to that if we have different
thoughts as to how it ought to be
done. But it would give us a chance to
get a running start on deficit reduc-
tion of a significant amount but not an
amount that is beyond our reach or
that anyone could actually call unrea-
sonable.

I know some of the supporters of
Gramm-Rudman are going to say any
real deficit reduction target for 1986 is
unreasonable because they would like
to put this issue off if they possibly
can because the whole part of the con-
struction of Gramm-Rudman is not
now—but later, deficit reduction in the
future but no real deficit reduction
now.

When you look at the comments
which have been made across the
country by people who have taken se-
rious account of the Gramm-Rudman
proposal, you find that is the over-
whelming first complaint that people
make about it. That is while it has a
number of defects that the most seri-
ous defect is it does not begin serious
deficit cutting now when it is needed.

I think the person that was probably
the most outspoken about that initial-
ly was Dr. Modigliani of MIT, the
Nobel Prize winner this year in eco-
nomics who said, and I quote in terms
of his remarks on the Brinkley show
of October 27. He says as it is written
now “It completely fails the job that
needs to be done. What we need to do
is to slash the deficit deeply, and we
need to do it this fiscal year.”
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That is what Dr. Modigliani is saying
this fiscal year. I think he is right. But
as you go across the editorial opinion,
across the opinion of economists from
across the country, it is virtually unan-
imous whether you want to take the
U.S. News & World Report editorial of
yesterday which I read into the
REcorp, or what other leading newspa-
pers have said from newspapers in Ne-
braska to New York, coast to coast,
and in California—they are all making
the very same points. The writers
across the country are as well. That is
if we are serious about it, if it is real,
then let us get started on it at the
present time.

Mr. President, may I ask how much
of my time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 11 minutes remaining.

Mr. RIEGLE. I will reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
congratulate my good friend from
Michigan because he has commented
on this process very well. What we
found in the House when we were ne-
gotiating with the House was that this
is a terrible process, the whole process
is terrible. Let us get to it as quickly as
we can.

Here is what we are up against right
now. I do have to dispute the allega-
tions of my good friend from Michigan
that we are trying to escape 1 year.

It is now November 5. Under the bill,
if it passes as it is, the President has to
bring in his budget for 1987 on the
first Monday after January 3 at $144
billion, less than 2 months from now.
If you think this process is tough right
now, wait until he comes in here next
year with a $144 billion deficit. If
somebody thinks that this is going to
be the Republican way of escaping re-
sponsibility when he comes in with
$144 billion and says, “Folks, let me
tell you what I have to cut” and it will
pale anything that we have tried to
cut ever since we have had the budget
process or anytime since any of us
have been here.

If by chance in the 9 months be-
tween January and the end of Septem-
ber Congress fails to meet those $144
billion budget deficit totals, then on
October 1 the President announces his
sequester. Everything from Bangor,
ME, to San Diego, CA, to Portland,
OR, and all of the big and little towns
in between will find something that
will be sequestered, because it will be
across the board.

As the fear of something is worse
than the actuality of something, ev-
eryone will say, ‘“My gosh, that is only
5 percent, but what is coming next?"”
The Republicans will have to live with
that all during October, the month
before November. We will have to ex-
plain it. If there is anything that
would help Republicans, it would be to
get by the month of January, not Oc-
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tober. At least, if we have some laws in
effect and the cuts are actually made
and the interest rates come down as
we hope and the economy booms as we
hope, then politically the party in
power probably benefits.

I have heard lots of figures cast
around. The Senator from Michigan
says the deficit this year will be $185
billion. I would be willing to make him
an offer right now and say that is the
target for 1986. No 5 percent or two-
thirds, we will say $185 billion will be
the target for 1985 and we will live
with it. I do not know if we can agree
to that or sell that. I do not think we
can sell it in the House.

All T am saying is this: Relying on
the word of the Budget Committee
chairman, someplace this year the def-
icit appears to be, depending upon ree-
onciliation, anyplace from $190 billion
to $200 billion. No matter what target
we set, the House's $161 billion target,
the target of the distinguished col-
league from Michigan, $172 billion,
the $180 billion, plus 5 percent, we are
offering, although if you go above the
5-percent sequester down to $180 bil-
lion, no matter what target, it appears
that we will have sequestering in the
next few months. The question is: Are
we going to sequester from a deficit of
$193 billion or $194 billion or $200 bil-
lion down to $180 billion, roughly a
$15 billion, sequester, down to $182 bil-
lion, or the House's figure of $161 bil-
lion?

All of them are going to be hard to
digest because they are coming now

late in the fiscal year but into the
fiscal year and we have not had the 9

months we will have under the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings process for
the Congress to sit down and negotiate
with the President.

Unless I miss my guess, this is what
the President is going to do in Janu-
ary: He is convinced that Congress has
promised him under our agreement a
3-percent increase in spending, a real
increase in spending, in defense next
year. He will come in with a budget
with very high military totals. There
will be rather dramatic cuts in domes-
tic spending in the budget as present-
ed. And there will be no tax increase
in the budget as presented.

Between January and September
there is going to be strong negotiation
between the Congress and the Presi-
dent, between the Republicans and
the Democrats, between the House
and the Senate, and I hope by the
time September comes we have con-
cluded a process whereby we have
some sequestering and we have done it
ourselves.

But I think in this first year, and
again this is no blessing for the Re-
publicans, there is going to be a se-
quester anyway. It is just a question of
how far it is going to go in the next 30
days when we pass this.
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Then there is going to be a block-
buster cut of a budget in January
which the President and the Republi-
cans are going to have to defend from
January to September in whatever
choices we make, whatever choices we
make. No matter how we skew it, no
matter what we do with it, turn it
upside down, every single interest
group, including defense, probably, is
going to get touched. Every group that
gets touched is not going to like it.
Every group that gets touched will
blame the party in power and that is
the Republican Party.

I would hope very much that the
amendment of my good friend from
Michigan would fail. I would hope
that we could go to conference with
the House with the figure that is in
the amendment as I have presented it
because I know after negotiating for
almost 2 weeks with those 48 House
conferees from six different commit-
tees that we are going to have a very,
very difficult time on the issue of con-
stitutionality, on the issue of what is
in and out of the pot, on the issue of
what the deficit level ought to be.

We all know when you go to confer-
ence you do not get everything you
want, if you want to get a conference
report. I beg the Senate to give us the
strongest hand possible going into
that conference.

On the merits I have no difficulty
defending the figure that is in my
amendment of $180 billion, plus 5 per-
cent, $189 billion. But if you go one
penny over it you sequester down to
$180 billion pro rated for the number
of months that we are into the fiscal
year.

I admire my friend from Michigan. I
know he is sincere in this, but I hope
that his amendment will be defeated.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the Sena-
tor for yielding.

Mr. President, the Senate has been
at least 7 weeks on this issue, and Sen-
ators GrRaMMm and RupMaN and I have
been on it longer. The intent of this
proposal was to enforce discipline and
create truth in budgeting. The propos-
al was intended to be impartial, to be
realistically attainable. The intent was
not to use the late dates of April and
May into the fiscal year but to start
immediately at the very beginning so
that if we were going to cut, for exam-
ple, out of defense, we would be
moving into contracts and not into pay
and readiness.

On that particular score, you will re-
member back 7 weeks ago when we
were in the early debates how we ad-
justed upward intentionally. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan
said the numbers were artificially
high. Yes, artificially high but inten-
tionally high so that it would not just
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immediately trigger chaos and lose
votes.

We have to have a politically viable
proposal. We have to get this thing
passed. Everyone legitimately said,
“Look, we were not playing with real
bullets in August when we enacted
this particular budget. All of a sudden
in hindsight you are going to force all
this discipline and you are going to
have to go through an exercise of
beating up each other. The President
will not go for revenues, we will not go
for cutting out social programs, some-
one else will hold tight and we have a
gridlock.”

The economist Modigliani with his
Orphan Annie pulls his figures out of
cartoonland without helping the fight
to cut the deficit. He reminds me of a
President we had once who consulted
his daughter Amy on nuclear matters.

Politically, we have tried and tried
and tried, this Senator has tried for 5
years, and we never had the help to
cut the deficit. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Michigan has said, “Now let
us get it done. Let us get on with the
job. Let us sit around the table and
work.,”

Well, he has been keeping that
budget wunusually high with his
demand on Social Security. I thought
I had really gotten rid of his particu-
lar eloquence when I insisted that we
set Social Security aside as a trust
fund.

The Senator from Michigan and I
have appeared together. He has in the
past called this program fraudulent
and dishonest. Today, he used the
words “finesse’ and ‘‘sneak by."

There is no finessing, there is no
sneaking by. The levels have been set
to put tremendous pressure on all of
us—the President, the House, and the
Senate to present a balance budget.
We are all going to be put in a box, in-
tentionally so, to present a budget
that will immediately come from
about $195 billion down to $144 billion.
We are going to be cutting some $50
billion out of the present budget while
at the same time, as it is admitted, the
President will want a 3-percent growth
in defense. Others will be wanting
their 3- to 4-percent inflationary
growth in entitlements. And then we
have net interest—almost a $30 billion
increment now coming in this year,
1986, because we have not done the
job.

Those things are going to be weigh-
ing on us and we are going to have to
do the job. It is going to be tough to
get a budget together especially in an
election year.

But the bottom line of this amend-
ment, I say to the Senator from Michi-
gan, is that it is, to use his favorite
words, a “finesse,” a “sneak by.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from South Caro-
lina has expired.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. I ask for 2 more
minutes.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 2 more
minutes.

Mr. HOLLINGS. The amendment of
the Senator from Michigan is no less
than a finesse, than a sneak by. I do
not accuse him of fraud, as he accused
GramM and Howruings of fraud. The fi-
nesse and the sneak by here are if you
cannot beat them, join them. Over-
weight the plan, sabotage it with an
unrealistic amendment, and make ab-
solutely sure that it will not pass be-
cause we have to cut $20 billion more
by Christmas.

That is what the Senator is trying to
do. He knows he cannot do it. We tried
and the President came on in Septem-
ber 1981 and said, “Oops, we need rev-
enues.” Then he came along and he
wrote his famous speech and they
said, “Wait a minute, we have not
gotten a budget.” Howard Baker and
the Senator from South Carolina
worked and cut. So we are not going to
find $20 billion here before Christmas.
The Senator's amendment does noth-
ing less than sabotage and overweight
the proposal and make certain nothing
happens with respect to the deficit.

It is a sad initiative. Its purpose is
not to control the budget, but to take
something that has been worked over
and seems to be on course now and
say, let us sabotage it and make abso-
lutely sure it is not going to pass.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am
going to take a minute or two here to
respond to some of the things my
friend from South Carolina said.

One thing, and he may or may not
have said it, had to do with the target
date. The first one to use the target I
am suggesting for the first year was
the Gramm-Rudman proposal itself
when it was first printed. S. 1702 had
as its target exactly the same target I
am talking about now. I am talking
about not months ago but 5 weeks ago.
They have changed it, which they
have a right to do, but lest he think
this number has been picked out of
thin air, this is the number the Senate
agreed to in August by overwhelming
numbers. It is the number we commit-
ted ourselves to meet. We have not yet
passed all the appropriations bills for
this fiscal year so we are certainly in a
position to work on them before we
pass them to try to meet that target.
This is precisely the number that
Gramm-Rudman had initially.

Then, for whatever the reasons, and
we can speculate as to the reasons, I
am told that the White House pleaded
to a lot of people and said, “Look, we
want deficit reduction, but we do not
want it now; we want it sometime in
the future, preferably after the next
election so can't you jack up that
budget number and make sure you
have a high enough fudge factor so it
will not bite into anybody any time
soon.”
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That is why this thing has been met
with universal ridicule by serious eco-
nomic people across the country, in-
cluding many serious scholars, and
theorists, and columists- on these
issues—people like James Kilpatrick
and many others who have thought
about it and looked at it. They have
come back and said, “Look, you are
not serious about deficit reduction if
you are not willing to start now; we
are already 3 years late, 4 years late, 5
years late. Now we have an opportuni-
ty to do something on an orderly basis
for the fiscal year that has just started
and you are throwing your hands up
and saying, we cannot do it now.”

Well, we can do it now and now is
when it needs to be done. People are
not going to take this thing seriously
unless it bites now. It has to bite an
amount that is reasonable, I concede
that point. If it is too much and in too
short a period of time, then I think
that is a legitimate argument the
other way. But as we have it now,
people are seeing it for what it is, a po-
litical gimmick, a gimmick to avoid the
issue now.

Well, we are already late. I think if
we are going to pretend that we are se-
rious about deficit reduction, we ought
to do a little bit of it. We ought to do a
little bit of it now.

It seems to me what the Senator is
saying is in this $1 trillion budget with
the latest CBO estimate of a deficit
for next year of $185 billion, we
cannot manage to find a way, with all
the magic of Gramm-Rudman, to take
literally $9 billion out of a $1 trillion
budget.

We cannot save that much, whether
it is $600 toilet seats at the Pentagon,
or waste in social programs, or what-
ever it is; we cannot save less than 1
percent in the remainder of this fiscal
year, even though we just voted in
August to say that was our target.

You tell me that is not hypocrisy?
Of course it is hypocrisy and every-
body is laughing at us. U.S. News &
World Report, which normally would
think this is a great idea, yesterday
called it a fiscal Frankenstein, One of
their major points was it does not
start cutting the deficit now. What do
you think that means? I know the
sponsors keep telling themselves that
this is wonderful and they have done a
beautiful job here but the fact of the
matter is it does not bite in in any
meaningful way and it needs to.

So I am just trying to take the
budget number established just a few
weeks ago. In fact, I am even allowing
for the part of the fiscal year that has
already gone by. So the actual deficit
target we are talking about that is in
my amendment is $175.2 billion. If we
cannot meet that target, if we do not
have the resolve over the next period
of months between now and the end of
this fiscal year to meet that target,
who is going to believe, with the
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hocus-pocus out in the future—the
$144 billion that the chairman of the
Finance Committee talks about for
the subsequent year or the balanced
budget out in 1991—3 years after
President Reagan leaves office? Who
is going to believe that? Nobody be-
lieves it. They are laughing at it and
they are laughing at it because we are
not showing a willingness to start in a
serious way now.

Take this amendment. I challenge
the Senate to take the amendment
and make this thing work now. We are
not willing to do that because there
are people around here—I do not sug-
gest anyone in particular—who do
want to finesse this problem, who do
want to sneak by the next election.
And nobody is fooled by it.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI
Chair.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STAFFORD). The Senator from New
Mexico is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
have a great deal of difficulty, frankly,
as my friend, one of the distinguished
cosponsors [Mr. HoLLiNGgs], has with
the seriousness of this amendment. I
do not care to repeat what a terrible
process this was seen to be by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan.
Gramm-Rudman was everything, as
Senator HoLrLinGs said, and more in
terms of being fraud and abuse. It was
absolute delegation of Congress’ power
and authority to the President. Mr.
RIEGLE is speaking of hypocrisy. I do
not think anybody ought to be ad-
dressing hypocrisy to those of us who
want to make this process work, I
shall leave that there.

Let me suggest to the U.S. Senate
that we are now at November 6. We
have not yet passed a reconciliation
bill. If and when we get it passed, we
shall be 2 months into the fiscal year.
Even if reconciliation were to accom-
plish its purposes, it will probably be
$2 or $3 billion short just because we
have not finished work on it.

We have not net finished appropria-
tions bills, What we have seen is the
Senate and House working their way
and it will be miraculous if they stay
within the budget resolution targets
because we just never had a truly
binding budget. That is the way we
have done things. We have never had
a truly binding budget and we do not
have one this year either.

We already know that there is a rev-
enue shortfall of $8 billion. $172 bil-
lion is the defict in the budget resolu-
tion. If we want to hold to that, we are
already $8 billion short. We are $8 bil-
lion short, not because we did not cut
enough spending but because revenues
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were $8 billion short. In fact, that is
how we came to our number. We said
$172 billion was the target deficit. It is
not our fault in terms of cuts that we
won't get to the $172 billion. We are
still $8 billion short because of taxes.
That brings the deficit up to $180 bil-
lion. We are already at November 6
and we have people in this body who
have been part of the process year
after year and they have seen that we
cannot get anything done. Now we are
going to institute a process and say we
have got the rest of November and
half of December, and somehow mi-
raculously by December 15, with ev-
erything else we have to do, we are
supposed to save somewhere between
$20 and $40 billion in outlays. Now, so
the Senate will now that this is a very
easy job, let me tell you how we have
squirmed all year to try to live within
a budget resolution which we cannot
do. Do you know how much we asked
to be saved, I say to the distinguished
occupant of the Chair? Do you know
how much we asked the Congress to
save? Just $8.4 billion in outlays.

We spent 7 months arguing over
budget resolutions. We turned it over
to appropriators and we will not even
save the $8.4 billion. So we will never
get to the $172 billion deficit because
we had no binding budget. We did not
even try for a $144 billion deficit. We
had business as usual with a little bit
of drag because there was a lot of ap-
plied rhetoric that this deficit is awful-
ly bad. We accomplished only a little
bit in those 7 months. Now we are
going to take this process and in about
45 days, 15 or 20 of which you have to
set a side for Christmas and Thanks-
giving, you have to do the appropria-
tions and you have to do the reconcili-
ation. We have got people down here
saying, “Prove it to us, prove that you
are budget cutters because this
Gramm-Rudman is a fake; we are
really not going to have to do any-
thing next year.”

Let me tell you what I think we are
going to do. This year the budget defi-
cit, in my opinion—and I am going to
put in the REcorp what four estimat-
ing firms think—will be no less than
$190 billion because we cannot do any-
thing in the normal process in 9%
months to do anything about it. But
our distinguished friend from Michi-
gan says we better do it in 35 days
under a brandnew process to prove we
are serious.

Now, let me give you the second epi-
sode. If the deficit now is $190 billion
and if we end up getting it down to
$180 billion under the proposal that
we recommend here today, next year,
not in avoidance of an election year
but in the middle of it, we will have to
cut $50 billion from the deficit, and we
will do it either by cutting and elimi-
nating programs or raising taxes or a
combination of both.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The Senator from New Mexico is not
coming down here saying those things
are not on the table. They are on the
table next year. No question about it.
But we will have the collective oppor-
tunity to go through a budget from
the President with a deficit of $144 bil-
lion, a May 15 deadline in both Houses
to produce our own budgets, and nego-
tiations with the President.

Three additional minutes, please.

Mr. PACKWOOD. 1 yield 3 minutes
to the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is recognized for 3 extra min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will give this
process an opportunity to work.

Now, what we have done in this
amendment is say, “OK, we know that
agriculture cannot come in on target.”
Is there anybody here who thinks it
can? It is going to be $3 to $5 billion
over. Is there anybody who says we
are going to automatically find the $8
billion shortfall in revenues even in
this year's estimate? No. We have
added those together. We have said
let’s start at $172 billion., Add the
shortfall in revenues and the excess in
agriculture to it and you are just
about at our number of $180 billion.
We are hoping that everything else
will be squeezed. But we are also
saying that if we do not, there is still a
chance that we are going to use this
process with this little tiny bit of time.
There is still a chance we will use it
nonetheless to force a sequestration of
somewhere between $9 and £12 billion.
That is my prediction of a minimum.

I submit to you, Mr. President, that
this is more savings than we got from
the entire domestic, nondefense
budget in the whole year. With all the
rhetoric out there that the American
people are hearing about how bravely
we were going to address this deficit
issue, we are still going to ask this
system to work with on planning on
our part to get the deficit down some-
where between $9 and $12 billion. In
my opinion, I think that is a good
start. And to ask the process to do a
$30 billion reduction is rediculous. To
ask it to do $25 billion borders on the
insane. I mean it would be absolutely
ludicrous, but maybe we have to sit
down and talk about who wants to cut
the budget more. I repeat, nobody
need fear if they vote for our $180 bil-
lion deficit plus 5 percent leeway and
apply it for two-thirds of the year,
that everyone running for office next
year will not be part of some tough
votes. They will make them in Febru-
ary, March, June, July. Reconciliation
in July will be a monster, the biggest
reconciliation in history and at the
end of the year you will probably have
to vote in an alternative budget that
still saves some more. If you want to
test the limits of political will, it will
get done next year. You can rest as-
sured. No phoniness, no hypocrisy.
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None of those things that have been
addressed to it are true. What we want
is to give it a chance, not destroy it.
This will be the biggest cut in history
next year, even off the Packwood-Do-
menici baseline that we suggest we
ought to work from this year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. RIEGLE. 1 yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Nabraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair, and I thank my friend and
colleague from Michgian. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise to support the amendment
offered by the Senator from Michigan.
I opposed the Senate-passed version of
the Gramm-Rudman amendment be-
cause it did not immediately attack
the deficit as I think we should.
Rather, it set up a complicated proce-
dural mechanism which has the effect
of delaying serious deficit reduction
for at least a year. Furthermore, it all
but guarantees a massive tax increase
that has been the best-kept secret
about Gramm-Rudman. The President
of the United States has endorsed
Gramm-Rudman, but the President of
the United States says he is not going
to cut into the defense budget; we are
going to go ahead with that. The
President of the United States says, “I
will veto any tax increase.” Anybody
who understands Gramm-Rudman,
whether they are sponsors of it or not,
has to concede that there is no way for
this bill to work unless we get tough in
cutting expenditures and also have
massive tax increases. If there is one
message we should send to the people
of the United States, it is that this is
not going to be a painless procedure if
it becomes law, and we better get
started on it now if, indeed, we are se-
rious about its intent.

I completely support the proclaimed
purpose of the Gramm-Rudman
amendment, that is, to expeditiously
reduce the deficit. In fact, Senators
HoLLiNGs, ANDREWS, CHILES, myself,
and others have labored many hours
to put forward the only serious deficit
reduction plan which would have met
and exceeded the deficit reduction tar-
gets of the original and revised ver-
sions of the Gramm-Rudman proposal.

I have been pleased, under lots of
pressure from time to time, to stand
with my good friend and colleague
from South Carolina. Senators will re-
member that we even had the courage
to put COLA reductions in the budget
proposal plans that we advanced, and
we were also honest enough with the
people of the United States to look
them in the eye and say, “And we are
going to have to have more revenues
from you"”—not in the form of a gener-
al tax increase, I hope, but certainly
closing tax loopholes, placing mini-
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mum taxes on corporations, and other
revenue measures that we could
follow. I simply say that those two key
factors, which is the only honest way
to explain the situation to the people
of the United States, have been con-
veniently sidelined in the selling of
this proposal.

As passed in the Senate, the
Gramm-Rudman proposal would allow
net year's deficit to exceed 192 billion
before any across-the-board Presiden-
tial impoundments take place. If fol-
lowed, even the meager budget passed
by the Congress on August 1 is pro-
jected to yield a deficit of $175 billion.

Anyone who stands on the floor and
says we have a tough job that we will
have to handle before the next elec-
tion probably has not looked back at
the history of Congress. I suspect that,
in the end, because of indecision that
is highly likely to take place here and
in the other body, the sequestering
part of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
amendment will eventually take over,
and we had better take a long and
hard look at that.

In essence, the Gramm-Rudman pro-
posal allows the Congress to clear the
deck of difficult and painful decisions
on spending and revenues and ‘“‘sugar-
coat” the $2 trillion debt ceiling bill.

Deficits threaten our entire econo-
my. The $2 trillion debt ceiling bill
could and should have been a catalyst
for substantive change which would
aggressively reduce deficits. Instead, it
was used to set up an elaborate proce-
dural mechanism which was strong on
publicity and political posturing and
short on immediate action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. EXON. I ask the managers of
the bill if I may have 2 or 3 more min-
utes.

Mr. RIEGLE. I yield the Senator 2
additional minutes.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, during
the lengthy Senate debate on the
Gramm-Rudman amendment, I of-
fered and supported several amend-
ments which would have made the
effort effective and fair. I proposed to
move the timetable forward by man-
dating two additional deficit reviews
where the possibility of across-the-
board impoundments would force im-
mediate action on the deficit. This
amendment fell four votes short of
passage. A similar amendment, which
I cosponsored, by Senator EAGLETON
fell only three votes short of passage.
Taken with the House action, these
votes prove that there is strong bipar-
tisan support to accelerate the deficit-
reduction schedule in the Gramm-
Rudman amendment.

If anything, the Riegle-Exon amend-
ment is moderate. It would simply re-
quire the Congress to live within the
budget it adopted on August 1. It also
represents a good halfway point with
the House proposal. Adoption of this
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amendment will help cure one of the
key defects of the Gramm-Rudman
proposal—that is, its effect of delaying
serious deficit reduction.

Mr. President, we must attack the
deficit now. If it means staying in ses-
sion until Christmas, it should be
done. If it means strengthening the
pending reconciliation bill, it should
be done. If it means further reducing
appropriations bills, it should be done.
Whatever it takes, Congress must
make the tough decisions now.

Congress has never lacked procedur-
al mechanisms. Unfortunately, it has
lacked the courage to squarely face
the deficit issue.

I urge my colleagues to adopt the
Riegle amendment. It is a reasonable
and fair effort to make the Gramm-
Rudman proposal perform as it
should.

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PACKWOOD. 1 yield 5§ minutes
to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I
should like to review how we came to
this point.

Nine months ago, we started a
budget process. President Reagan sub-
mitted a budget which cut about 20
percent more in real program reduc-
tions than the proposal that ultimate-
ly was adopted on this floor at 3:30 in
the morning.

We adopted a very strong budget
with $50 billion more of reconciliation
savings over a 3-year period than the
compromise we ultimately came to
that the House called for.

Those in the House who are today
screaming, “Why not cut more now?”
those who have joined that chorus
here on the floor—where have you
been for the last 9 months? For 9
months there has been every effort
made not to cut anything. Now, sud-
denly, 2 months into the fiscal year,
after the budget process has long since
passed, after the horse has not gotten
out of the barn but after those who
want to cut more now let the horse
out of the barn—now, all of a sudden
they are saying “Let’s cut more now.”

I remind my colleagues that the
budget adopted in the House had such
tremendous savings as $10 billion for
contracting in. By having the Govern-
ment hire more people and do more
things, they were going to save $10 bil-
lion. They saved $3 billion by taking
money out of the bank and giving the
States two-thirds of it and claiming
savings.

We adopted a budget with 20 per-
cent less programmatic savings than
the President proposed. We ended up
with a reconciliation bill that had $50
billion fewer savings over 3 years than
our budget called for.
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What did we assume in that budget?
We assumed a 4-percent real growth.
Does anybody believe that is going to
be achieved? The growth rate today is
2.5 percent. Where the 180 figure
came from was recognition that, at a
minimum, we were going to have an $8
billion shortfall. So, to be realistic, in
the first year we added it back and
made 180 the target.

Most outside economic groups pre-
dict a deficit for fiscal year 1986
against which we would have to se-
quester not at 185, not at 195, but at
between 200 and 205.

At this point, after the horse has
been let out of the barn, what is really
feasible that we can do? Does anybody
believe that we can cut $40 billion in a
sequester order with 8 months left in
the year? Do the Members of this
august body realize that that would
mean that since the House has already
cut defense $10 billion under the
budget, we would have to cut defense
by another $28 billion under the
House bill? In going to Geneva to ne-
gotiate arms reduction, the President
would have a defense budget $38 bil-
lion below the level we adopted on this
floor. Is there anybody here who
wants to do that?

Is there anybody here who wants to
cut veterans' health care by 25 per-
cent. That is what the House proposal
would do. Do you believe they are seri-
ous? They obviously do not. They
wrote a provision which they knew
was unconstitutional and said the
whole bill would be struck down if it
were found unconstitutional.

When you are playing by those
rules, you can claim any savings you
want to claim.

The truth is that in order to make
that 180 plus a 5-percent trigger work,
the President will have to veto more
bills in the next few weeks than he
has vetoed in the last 5 years, and we
still probably will not get there.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. GRAMM. I ask for 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President,
how much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 2 minutes
to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. A final point: It seems
to me that what we are caught up in
here is somewhat of a macho contest
about who is going to cut more.

Fiscal year 1986, for all practical
purposes, is lost, and the Members of
this Chamber and the other Chamber
who today are crying for more savings
are the people who lost it.

We have set out a reasonable propos-
al which will be tough to meet, but it
is realistic. The real objective of those
who say cut more now is to make the
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shoe so tight that we can never get it
on.

After not having done anything for 9
months, what our process does is that
we do something now, that we pass the
reconciliation bill, and that the Presi-
dent veto the other bills that are over.
But it gives us a practical chance to
get the process going.

If you want to stop the deficit, let us
start by being realistic. We have de-
ceived the American people in the last
4 years about how big the problem
was. We do not do anything but con-
tinue that dishonesty in budgeting
that the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina talks about if we set
out a target here today that would
produce such massive cuts that it
would send a tremor through the
whole political process.

Let us start with a tight budget and
then move on to what it calls for,
which is to adopt a tough budget and
force that budget, and make an across-
the-board cut before the election
occurs. Anybody who has argued that
this proposal avoids doing anything
before the election has never read this
proposal.

Quite honestly, I think that when
the Speaker of the House made that
argument he had not at that point
really read this proposal. But that ar-
gument has been validated by repeti-
tion.

The truth is, as the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee
has said, that if we adopt this bill as
written, it is going to be tough this
year, it is going to be tougher next
year; and anybody who thinks they
are going to be reelected by running
away from the problem under this
process is going to be sorely disap-
pointed and is not going to be reelect-
ed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, we have
just heard an astonishing admission
from the Senator from Texas;, and
that is, he has just said that the Fed-
eral budget deficit for this fiscal year,
fiscal 1986, is going to be somewhere
between $200 billion and $220 billion.
Now I do not know if he said that
before, but if that is what is happen-
ing, if the deficit is now ballooning
that much beyond what it was in the
fiscal year that just finished, then it
seems to me the time to do some defi-
cit reducing is right now. Those are his
numbers not my numbers.

I do not understand how we explain
the contradiction. Five weeks ago, the
Senator from Texas had printed in the
REecorp the Gramm-Rudman proposal
and it proposed a fiscal 1986 deficit
figure which is the same one that I am
offering right now. That was 5 weeks
ago. On August 1, the Senate went on
record and committed itself to meet
that number with the vote of the
chairman of the Budget Committee,
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who just now said that he does not
think that is quite achievable, but that
is how he voted on that particular day,
as did the Senator from Texas. They
voted for that budget resolution, as
did I, committing ourselves as a Senate
to that budget deficit figure at that
time.

Then, of course, it was reaifirmed by
the Senator from Texas when he sub-
mitted his package for printing in the
Recorp late in September, just 5
weeks ago. And now what we are hear-
ing is, because we are about to embark
on a new discipline—and there are
many of us who feel here the time for
deficit reduction is to begin now in the
first year, precisely because the defi-
cits are ballooning out of control—
what are we hearing from the other
side? Do they want deficit cutting?
Not now. They are prepared to do it a
little bit now. But are they prepared to
live with the budget numbers estab-
lished for this year? No, they cannot
do that. That is too tough. We can be
tough in the future, but we cannot be
tough today. We can be against defi-
cits out there in the future. We will
get that budget balanced in 1991, but
we cannot do anything about it now,
because the horse is out of the barn;
we have already started into the fiscal
year. Well, we are not too far into the
fiscal year. We are literally a month
into the fiscal year. I am not prepared
to discard the remaining 11 months
and I do not think we can afford to, in
light of this news that has just been
brought to us by the Senator from
Texas that he now expects the deficit
this year to be somewhere between
$200 billion and $220 billion but he is
not prepared to make the first year
trigger bite into that deficit.

Mr. GRAMM. Will the distinguished
Senator Yield?

Mr. RIEGLE. I will in a moment. I
will in a moment. I am glad I have the
Senator's attention.

So here we are, with the deficit
rising at the present time, we are
being asked to pass and impose a
mathematic discipline, but we cannot
have it start now because we have just
started the new fiscal year.

The fact of the matter is we have
not passed most of the appropriations
bills for this fiscal year. The time to
start the savings is now. Some may
argue—and I think there is some merit
to the argument, the Senator from
South Carolina has made it and
others, that maybe the House target is
a little too tight in the first year. The
Senator from Texas thinks that the
shoe would be a little tight on his foot.
Well, I am offering a little larger shoe
here. I am offering the shoe he
wanted 5 weeks ago. And I am offering
the shoe that he voted for us to
commit ourselves to meet on August 1
of this year. I think it is a pretty good
shoe. And I think we ought to put it
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on and put it on now, not off in the
future.

I yield for 30 seconds to the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. I would just like to
clarify my point. I said that outside
groups predict the deficit between
$200 billion and $205 billion. Firms
like DRI, an outside private consulting
firm, predict the deficit is going to be
$217 billion for 1986.

Mr. RIEGLE. What is the Senator’s
prediction?

Mr. GRAMM. When I was an econo-
mist, I got paid to make predictions.
Now I get paid to try to keep bad pre-
dictions from coming true. That is
what I am doing here.

Mr. RIEGLE. I appreciate what the
Senator said. I remember another pre-
diction the Senator from Texas made
in the Gramm-Latta proposal of 1981,
which passed into law. The prediction
that was built into law, the promise
that that was based on was that we
would have a surplus by fiscal year
1984. When we got to 1984, we were a
half a trillion dollars under water.
That is what Gramm-Latta brought us
to. So many of us are a little skeptical
about exactly where we are at the
present time with this proposal, espe-
cially when we now have plenty of in-
formation that shows that the deficit
problem is immediate, but we are not
hearing anything about any kind of
immediate action. So it is being post-
poned, and it is important that every-
body understands that.

I hope that my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle would decide to
support this amendment, because we
can live with these numbers. You
would be in a much stronger position
if you vote for them, because it would
take away the argument that you are
trying to finesse the first year and
trying to get by the election.

I think we can meet these targets.
They would be tough to do, but I do
not presume that you are saying we
are going to avoid tough decisions in
the future if this thing is going to
work. I just do not think there is any
excuse for not doing something now.

Mr. President, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President,
my good friend from Michigan talked
about the horse being out of the barn.
Indeed, the horse is out of the barn.
Let me read the deficit predictions
from Data Resources, Merrill-Lynch,
Chase Econometrics, and Wharton
Econometrics today.

Wharton says, for this year, 1986,
$214.9 billion; Chase Econometrics,
$201.9 billion; Merrill-Lynch, $198 bil-
lion; and Data Resources, $217.5 bil-
lion. The Congressional Budget Office
today says $194.5 billion.
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Do not worry about this horse being
out of the barn. Do not worry about
making tough decisions. We are going
to have to catch this horse. The ques-
tion is, are we going to hobble it or
choke it? Because we are going to have
to make immense reductions to get
down to the target of $190 billion we
were shooting for.

And the target we are realistically
talking about in this amendment,
frankly, is $180 billion, not $189 bil-
lion, because with deficits of that size
we are going to sequester down to $180
billion, save only what pro rata part of
the year is left. So do not worry about
making tough decisions. We are going
to make them. We probably will not
like them. We are going to have to do
them. But if anybody thinks we are
going to get by easy in the next month
or 2 or 3 months, they “ain't” seen
nothing yet.

I reserve the balance of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise
in strong support of the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Michi-
gan. There is no reason to wait. The
deficit target for 1986 should be fixed
so that the crucial and too-long-de-
layed process of meeting our financial
responsibilities begins today. It is our
responsibility to act—not to push
tough decisions off onto another Con-
gress. The Riegle amendment would
establish a maximum fiscal 1986 defi-
cit of $171.9 billion. Mr. President, this
is precisely the deficit target that this
Senate voted to meet when we adopted
the budget resolution just 3 months
ago. Why, with the red ink reaching
record levels, should we seftle for an
additional $20 billion increase in the
deficit?

The economic damage—lost jobs,
lost exports, unsold produce, and sky-
rocketing interest payments—contin-
ues. It will not stop because this Con-
gress says that some day some Con-
gress will cut the deficit. It will stop if,
and only if, this Congress summons
the will to act now.

I congratulate the Senator from
Michigan and urge my colleagues to
support this amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, at
first glance, this $171.9 billion figure
looks attractive. It is, after all, the def-
icit target, Congress set for itself in
the budget resolution approved earlier
this year.

But, Congress’ own actions and inac-
tions have made this figure unattain-
able this year.

In addition, the economy has fallen
somewhat short of our growth projec-
tions, while inflation has been better
then we expected: The upshot, we are
already about $8 billion short of the
projected revenue mark in that resolu-
tion. Remember, Congress has little
control over these revenues, it is large-
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ly the fault of forces outside our
poOwer.

But, after we allow for the revenue
shortfall, let's take a look at how Con-
gress is doing, or likely to do, on
spending matters wholly within its
control.

Are House and Senate appropria-
tions actions, reflected in conference
reports, likely to cut spending enough
to hit the $171.9 billion deficit. The
answer, based upon the conference
report on the Treasury-Postal appro-
priations bill, seems to be “no.”

Are House and Senate actions on
reconciliation this year likely to help
us meet our goals? The answer here is
overwhelmingly “no,” especially since
2 months of the fiscal year have
almost passed now and we haven't yet
acted on reconciliation.

Are House and Senate actions on the
farm bill this year likely to help us
save money there and meet the $171.9
billion deficit target? The answer, once
again, is “no.”

If Congress is failing on appropria-
tions bills to meet the targets it set for
itself, and if Congress is cutting less
and spending more on the farm bill,
and if Congress cannot even pass rec-
onciliation 2 months into the fiscal
year, then how can Congress expect to
meet the deficit targets it has set for
itself?

The answer is that the proponents
of this amendment know these facts as
well as I do and, simply put, they have
proposed the $171.9 billion figure to
destroy this new process before it ever
gets off the ground.

The whole idea behind Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings is that Congress will
have 9 months in which to work its
will and in which the President can
act. It is only after these 9 months
have expired that the dramatic proc-
ess of sequestering begins.

To begin the sequester process this
year, as most assuredly the $171.9 bil-
lion figure would guarantee, is to per-
form radical surgery before the pa-
tient has had a chance to get the bene-
fit from medicine. It is unwise and, in
its most cynical interpretation, merely
an attempt to destroy.

Just so my colleagues can keep up
with economic reality, I would like to
point out what the major forecasting
firms are now saying about the likely
deficit in this fiscal year of 1986.

Data Resources, Inc. has projected a
deficit of $217 billlon for this year,
even after allowing for full operation
of the budget resolution and reconcili-
ation. Their number presumably
would be higher if reconciliation con-
tinues to be delayed and the farm bill
comes in at its present level.

Merrill Lynch projects a deficit of
$198 billion for this fiscal year, also in-
cluding full implementation of the
budget resolution and reconciliation.

Chase Econometrics projects $201.9
billion, with only some of our cuts
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achieved; and, finally, Wharton Econo-
metrics projects a fiscal year 1986 defi-
cit of $214.9 billion.

In short, the major forecasting firms
would all project a deficit about $40
billion higher for this fiscal year than
the $171.9 billion figure.

My colleagues may ask, and it is a le-
gitimate question indeed, why we are
going to have larger deficits.

The answers are clear: We will spend
more than we promised we would
spend; we will have worse economics
than we hoped; and we will cut less
than we promised we would cut.

CBO is among the more optimistic
forecasters for fiscal year 1986. Yet,
even CBO in its current law calcula-
tions for this fiscal year show that the
deficit, absent further congressional
action, will be closer to $195 billion
than to $171.9 billion.

Just so my colleagues will know
CBO's most recent calculation of cur-
rent spending, let me share the infor-
mation with the Senate:

Defense spending will be just about where
it is now;

A few categories, like space and foreign af-
fairs, seem likely to come in under their tar-
gets;

But, most functions will exceed their tar-
gets;

For example, agriculture is estimated to
exceed its target by $5.5 billion, before Con-
gress passes a new farm bill, which will
prol::bly increase the excess spending, not
cut it;

Revenues are down by $8 billion;

Receipts to the Government are down, in
some part due to lower oil prices and fewer
bids for oil and gas properties; and

Spending for transportation will exceed
by $2.6 billion its functional total, as will
spending in the income security function.

Now, we have to cut about $6 billion
in the next 9 months in agriculture to
come close to the $171.9 billion deficit
goals. Are my colleagues seriously tell-
ing me they are going to do that? Or
that they will cut transportation
spending by $2.6 billion or energy by
another $1 billion?

In sum, Mr. President, this is an
amendment designed to destroy a bal-
anced budget process before it can
start.

We need to give this process a
chance. I personally believe we should
not sequester at all in fiscal year 1986,
but give Congress and the administra-
tion a chance to operate the first 9
months of next year in order to reach
what will be a tougher goal than any—
$144 billion deficit in fiscal year 1987.
Give us a chance, and give this new
process a chance.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I think
that we ought to review just very
briefly the numbers we are talking
about. My amendment would put for-
ward the deficit figure for fiscal 1586,
the figure that is in our budget resolu-
tion passed in August in the original
Gramm-Rudman proposal. It is adjust-
ed for the fact that the fiscal year has
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started, so it sets a target for us of
roughly $175 billion for the coming
year. I believe that is something we
can achieve. It gives us some deficit re-
duction in the first year. It gets us
started. It makes this real. It takes
away the charge, which I believe is ac-
curately made, that many people are
not serious about doing this anytime
soon.

We have heard the main sponsor of
the bill say on the floor today that
deficits, apparently, are going to be
higher than have been predicted. He
cites outside experts as having said
that. I just think that is all the more
reason to get started now. 1 believe
when the finance markets hear that
the deficits are going to be over $200
billion but yet we cannot start with a
deficit reduction, they are not only
going to laugh about the seriousness
about this year's effort, I think they
are going to be alarmed that we
missed the opportunity to do some-
thing about it.

Mr. President, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PACKWOOD. How much time
remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon has 1 minute.

Mr. PACKWOOD. And the Senator
from Michigan?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Michigan also has 1
minute.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am
happy to yield the 1 minute I have re-
maining to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 1 minute.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I sup-
port what the Senator from Michigan
is attempting to do here. As the
Senate knows, and as my cosponsors of
the bill know, I was a cosponsor with
Senator ExoN in the effort to try to
change the date.

I just do not believe that if we are
serious about reducing the deficit that
we can avoid the fact that the commit-
tees have been meeting all year long.
We know exactly what the choices are
today, and there is nothing in the
process that will change those choices
next year.

We are as capable today of facing
the hard realities as we will be then.
And the only issue is do we have the
political will to do it now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. KERRY. This was the original
number. I support seeing that original
number in the legislation.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 1
am prepared to yield back the remain-
der of time on this side.

Mr. President, I move to lay on the
table the amendment of the Senator
from Michigan, and I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Oregon to lay on
the table the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Michigan. On this question,
the yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
WEeIckKeR] is necessarily absent.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. ZoR-
INsKY] is absent because of illness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber who wish to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 281 Leg.]

YEAS—55
Gorton
Gramm
Grassley
Hatch
Hatfield
Hawkins
Hecht
Heflin
Heinz
Helms
Hollings
Humphrey
Domenici Kassebaum
Durenberger Kasten
East Laxalt
Evans Long
Ford Lugar
Mattingly
McClure

NAYS—43

Glenn
Gore
Harkin
Hart
Enou.\'e
Kennedy
Kerry
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Mathias
Matsunagsa
Melcher
Metzenbaum

NOT VOTING-—2
Weicker Zorinsky

So the motion to lay on the table
was agreed to.

Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Abdnor
Andrews
Armstrong
Boschwitz
Bradley
Chafee
Cochran
Cohen
D'Amato
Danforth
Denton
Dole

MecConnell
Murkowski
Packwood
Pressler
Quayle
Roth
Rudman
Simpson
Specter
Stafford
Stevens
Symms
Thurmond
Trible
Wallop
Warner
Wilson

Garn
Goldwater

Baucus
Bentsen
Biden
Bingaman
Boren

Mitchell
Moynihan
Nickles

Burdick
Byrd
Chiles
Cranston
DeConcini
Dixon
Dodd
Eagleton
Exon

Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Sasser
Simon
Btennis
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Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 964

(Purpose: To exempt Veterans' Administra-
tion service-connected compensation from
emergency orders reducing cost-of-living
increases and to protect the prior year's
outlay level for Veterans' Administration
medical care)

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I send a
veterans amendment to the desk and
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated:

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. RiecLE]
proposes an amendment numbered 964.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the amendment of Mr.
Packwoop, insert the following:

Sec. . Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, for the purposes of section
204 of this Act the following shall apply
with respect to outlays for the Veterans' Ad-
ministration programs, benefits, and ac-
counts referred to in this section: Expendi-
tures from the Veterans' Administration
medical care account (36-0160-0-1-703)
shall be deemed not to be controllable ex-
penditures; a provision of law making an ap-
propriation to such account for a fiscal year
shall be deemed to be a provision of Federal
law requiring an automatic spending in-
crease to take effect during such fiscal year;
the amount of outlays from such account
that shall be considered the amount of the
outlay increase to be reduced by a uniform
percentage during a fiscal year (hereinafter
in this clause referred to as the “current
fiscal year”) under subsection (b)(1XAXi) of
such section is the total of all outlays made
from such account for the preceding fiscal
year (as estimated by the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office) plus the
amount of outlays which the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office estimates will
be needed during the current fiscal year for
increases in outlays (over outlays during the
preceding year as so estimated) for salaries
and benefits in order to maintain employ-
ment under such account of the same
number of full-time-equivalent federal em-
ployees employed under such account as
were so employed during the preceding
fiscal year; no provision of law increasing or
authorizing an increase in a rate or rates of
compensation or dependency and indemnity
compensation, as defined in section 101 (13)
and (14), respectively, of title 38, United
States Code, or of a benefit paid under
chapter 11 or 13 of such title shall be con-
sidered a law requiring an automatic spend-
ing increase; no expenditure for such com-
pensation, dependency and indemnity com-
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pensation, or benefits shall be considered a
controllable expenditure; and no amount of
budget authority for such compensation, de-
pendency and indemnity compensation, or
benefits shall be sequestered.

Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. President, this is
an amendment that attempts to meet
the most serious problems of Ameri-
ca’'s veterans who are placed in jeop-
ardy by the Gramm-Rudman proposi-
tion as it is now written.

I have talked with a number of
people who are close to these pro-
grams, and we have been in touch with
the various organizations that repre-
sent veterans in the country. At the
end of my remarks, I will cite from let-
ters 1 have received today from the
American Legion, the Veterans of For-
eign Wars, and other veterans' organi-
zations. They state their very strong
support for this amendment and why
they think there is a strong case in
equity for us to make this adjustment
to the Gramm-Rudman proposal.

In terms of what this amendment
would do, it comes in two parts.

The first part of the amendment
deals with the veterans’' compensation
COLA adjustment, and it would
exempt that COLA adjustment from
automatic reductions which are now
scheduled to take place under Gramm-
Rudman.

What I am suggesting in this amend-
ment is that we treat the cost-of-living
adjustment for a veteran who has a
disability for which he or she is receiv-
ing compensation the same way we are
proposing to exempt it for Social Secu-
rity recipients. If we should fail to do

that, it seems to me that, in effect, we
will initiate a discrimination against
what I think can be safely said is the
Nation's highest priority category of

veterans—namely, those who suffer
some impairment from service-con-
nected disabilities.

The service-connected disability pay-
ment is based upon the average earn-
ings resulting from that person’s serv-
ice disability, and each year that per-
son's earning impairment is adjusted
for inflation. They do not get any ad-
ditional spending power, but they are
protected against inflation, so that if
inflation occurs, the buying power of
the veterans’ compensation is adjusted
so that they stay even. That, I think,
is a critically important factor, espe-
cially in the lives of this group of indi-
viduals.

President Reagan has been very out-
spoken on this issue. In his campaign
of 1980, when he spoke to the VFW
convention in Chicago, President
Reagan said that cutting the compen-
sation COLA's would be “a breach of
faith with those who suffer from serv-
ice-connected disabilities.”

Since that time, in a couple of in-
stances, he has attempted to back
away from that commitment, but that
is not something Congress has been
willing to do, and I hope we will not do
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it now. We can prevent it by the adop-
tion of the amendment I offer.

I do not think there is any justifica-
tion for striking out the cost-of-living
adjustment for veterans in the catego-
ry of service-connected disabilities.
What we are talking about here are
people with, in many cases, serious im-
pairments.

In the case of veterans who have lost
limbs, there is a total of about 23,000
individuals in that category—that is,
having lost one or more limbs of their
body.

There are another 36,000 who have
lost the use of one or more of the
limbs of their body and they are,
therefore, in this category because of
sustaining that loss in the service of
this country.

Now, much has been said about con-
tracts—contracts to defense contrac-
tors, contracts for agricultural pro-
grams, and, as a matter of fact, a great
distinction is made in the Gramm-
Rudman proposal to say that existing
contracts have to be honored and they
have to be treated in a special fashion,
in a kind of exempt status.

I think we have a contract of an
even more important kind with the
service people of this country who
served the country and who suffered a
disability as a result of that service
commitment on their part and who
now receive a benefit to make up for
the earnings lost and who receive a
cost-of-living adjustment to protect
them against inflation eating away the
value of that service-connected disabil-
ity payment.

So I think the contract idea, in my
mind, is even stronger in this instance,
where we have asked people to serve
the country, and they have done so
with valor and they have come back
having sustained injuries of a major
sort, and it seems to me it is appropri-
ate that we take that into account
when we look at their cost-of-living ad-
justment each year.

If we should fail to do this, this is
the situation we are going to find: You
will have on the same street in Amer-
ica, in two houses side by side, one
neighbor who receives a Social Securi-
ty payment, and that neighbor, when
the annual cost-of-living adjustment is
made for Social Security recipients be-
cause they are protected by the
Gramm-Rudman package as it is now
drawn, when the inflation adjustment
is made, that person in that house
who receives Social Security will re-
ceive the COLA adjustment and they
will be protected against inflation;
whereas, the next-door neighbor, who
is a disabled veteran and who is receiv-
ing a compensation payment for that
disability, that person will be denied
their cost-of-living adjustment.

I do not know how we can say as a
Senate or any other public-policy insti-
tution, that the family in the one
house who is going to receive the cost-
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of-living adjustment under the Social
Security Program is entitled to it—as I
think they are—but to then turn and
say to the disabled veteran that lives
in the house next door, “Sorry, you
are not going to get your cost-of-living
adjustment because somehow our com-
mitment to you is not quite as impor-
tant or something that we feel that we
are bound by."”

Well, I think it is as important and I
think we are bound by it, and I think
we have an obligation to meet it. So
the first half of my amendment would
be to protect that cost-of-living adjust-
ment for those individuals who receive
the veterans’ service-connected disabil-
ity compensation.

The second half of the amendment
relates to a colloquy that the Senator
from Texas, Senator GramMm, and I
had the other day on veterans’' pro-
grams generally and whether the
House version had been more respon-
sive to the needs of veterans in this
country or whether the Gramm-
Rudman proposal was more respon-
sive. It is very interesting that the vet-
erans’ organizations in the country
have expressed themselves strongly
preferring the House version and not
preferring the Gramm-Rudman ver-
sion. So I think they ought to be
looked to in terms of the question of
which version does a better job of pro-
tecting the veterans.

But in that discussion, as we talked
about it, I said at that time that I
would make an effort to try to take
and provide more protection, impor-
tant protection for part of the veter-
ans’ programs that I thought were the
ones that were the most critical to the
veterans in the country and particular-
ly in the health care area.

So what the second part of my
amendment does, it moves the veter-
ans’ health care program from catego-
ry 1I over to category I. And in catego-
ry I, that means that increases in
spending for veterans' hospitals might
have to be removed if we get into the
sequestering process, but that they
could not be cut below that; you could
not go into the body of the fundamen-
tal health-care programs for veterans
and the veterans' hospitals to make
further automatic cuts; that we would
put that particular area of the pro-
gram over in category I so that it
would bear some of the burden but it
would not be subjected to major cuts
or massive cuts which otherwise would
occur if we had a major sequester
order.

My thinking on that is this: You
have in our population today a large
number of veterans who are of an age
from service in World War II or serv-
ice in the Korean war or service in
Vietnam or, for that matter, times
other than that, in service to our
country, whether for a long number of
years or for a shorter period of time,
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who are now getting into the age
range where their health problems are
mounting. So, as they turn to the vet-
erans' hospital system, which was part
of the understanding and commitment
the country made when we asked
people to serve—and they did serve
and they served properly for their
country—that we would have as part
of our response to their service and to
the interruption of their lives and
their earning power and so forth and
s0 on, we would have this health-care
system available for them. It is impor-
tant. It is important that it be there,
but it cannot just be a shell. It has to
be there in sufficient strength and
with sufficient quality so that it really
gets the job done. I am concerned
about that even now as to whether or
not we are doing a sufficient job in the
veterans' hospital system.

But when Senator GramM and I
were discussing this last week, he said
the following, and I will quote from
the ReEcorp. The Senator said:

I think it is an interesting commentary on
the priorities of the House that they
exempt all of these other programs and
prior contracts but not veterans' health
care. They exempted migrant health cen-
ters which serve in many cases, as we by
these centers know, illegal aliens, though
certainly American citizens are served and
they did not exempt veterans’ hospitals. Ap-
parently, the House feels that migrant
health centers are of a higher order of im-
portance. These centers ought not to be
part of dealing with the deficit. Veterans'
hospitals which serve those who have
fought and bled and died for America, and
their dependents, are less important than
all these other programs.

And I continue gquoting Senator
GraMmM from last week:

With a $25 billion sequester order, you
would have roughly a 10-percent cut in vet-
erans health care expenditures.

If you take that down to what is provided,
it could mean the potential layoff of 19,400
VA employees, 3,300 nurses, and 1,200 doc-
tors. It could eliminate hospital care being
provided to 140,000 veterans and outpatient
care for 400,000 veterans.

That is the end of the quote from
Senator Gramm within the last week
on this issue of this part of the veter-
ans“health-care system.

I am going to do exactly what has
been suggested by that comment, and
I am going to protect, by moving from
category II to category I, that veter-
ans' health-care system. I hope that
Senator GraMM would support this
amendment because, certainly, the
tone of the exchange last week indi-
cates that he sees this as a high priori-
ty and presumably something that
ought to be done.

Now, if we should fail to do so, cut-
backs in VA health care will result in
many nonservice-connected VA pa-
tients being referred back to Medicare
and Medicaid, which are also being cut
back. This combined squeeze on the
VA, Medicaid, and Medicare will
result, I believe, in many of the lower
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income veterans and other individuals
being denied the health care that they
need.

There is a strong need for stability
within the VA health care system.
They are having difficulty now getting
the quality of doctors willing to make
the kind of long-term commitments
partly because of all of the uncertain-
ty as to whether or not we are going to
maintain our commitment to the vet-
erans in terms of keeping the health
care system strong in the years ahead.

So this amendment would provide
that needed stability by preventing
the automatic reduction ordered from
cutting funds from the system to
levels below those needed to maintain
the currently authorized staffing level,
which is a figure of 194,000 full-time
employee equivalents.

Mr. President, a little later on, in the
use of my time, I am going to read ex-
cerpts from four letters that the vari-
ous veterans’ organizations in this
country have sent me to date indicat-
ing their very strong support for this
amendment. I will only advise the
Senate that I will do that, that I will
read those later. I reserve the balance
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am
happy to yield to the Senator from
California, who is a cosponsor of the
amendment.

Mr. CRANSTON. Will the Senator
yield me 10 minutes?

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, how
much time remains on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six-
teen minutes and 40 seconds.

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

VETERANS' PROGRAMS

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, I rise
in support of the amendment I am of-
fering with the distinguished Senator
from Michigan [Mr. RiecLE] regarding
veterans’ compensation and health
care. This amendment would modify
the pending Gramm-Rudman deficit
reduction proposal offered by Senator
Packwoop so as to assure fairness to
our Nation's service-connected dis-
abled veterans and to protect the Vet-
erans’ Administration’s ability to meet
our commitments to sick and disabled
veterans. Our amendment would
exempt, from any Presidential orders
reducing or eliminating cost-of-living
adjustments in various programs, VA
compensation payments to service-con-
nected disabled veterans and to the
survivors of those veterans who die
from service-connected causes and
would protect from such Presidential
orders the basic outlay level for VA
health care.
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SERVICE-CONNECTED DISABILITY COMPENSATION
COLA

First, Mr. President, as to the veter-
ans' compensation COLA, the pending
proposal by Senator PaAckwoop would
exempt cost-of-living adjustments in
Social Security benefits from any
Presidential cost-cutting order. The
exemption covers both old age and dis-
ability benefits.

I wholeheartedly support the full
protection of Social Security COLA's.
However, the benefits paid to this Na-
tion’'s highest priority category of vet-
erans—those who suffer from service-
connected disabilities—and the survi-
vors of those who have died from serv-
ice-connected causes would not be
similarly protected.

I wholeheartedly support the pro-
3“0:1 of veterans compensation CO-

&

How can the Senate deny this same
protection to veterans suffering from
service-connected disabilities and to
the survivors of those who have died
from such disabilites? I contend that
to do so is blatantly discriminatory
and totally incomprehensible. It is
grossly inequitable and unjustifiable
to permit VA compensation COLA’s to
be reduced or eliminated while full
Social Security retirement and disabil-
ity COLA's are ensured.

Mr. President, the basic amount of a
service-connected disabled veterans's
monthly compensation payment is
based on the average impairment of
earnings resulting from that veteran’s
disability. Since in almost every year
that average earnings impairment will
increase by inflation over the prior
year, denial of a compensation COLA
would be inconsistent with the philo-
sophical underpinnings of this pro-

gram.

I'd like to quote President Reagan
on this subject of cost-of-living in-
creases for the VA's Service-Connected
Disability Compensation Program. In
August of 1980, in a campaign speech
at the Veterans of Foreign Wars' Con-
vention in Chicago, he stated his view
that it would be a “breach of faith"”
for compensation for those with “serv-
ice-connected disabilities not to be
kept abreast of inflation.”

President Reagan and I don't see eye
to eye on a great many issues. In this
case, however, he and I are in total
agreement—or at least we were in
agreement when he was a candidate.
Since that time he has backed off
from that commitment by twice sup-
porting budget proposals—rejected by
the Congress—that would have denied
full COLA’s to service-connected dis-
abled veterans.

Mr. President, to appreciate the po-
tential inequity for VA compensation
recipients, we need to examine what
the effect of Gramm-Rudman would
be for compensation when compared
to other Federal payment recipients in
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a directly parallel, high priority—but
certainly no higher priority—program.

Let's take the case of a totally dis-
abled, spinal-cord-injured nonveteran
who is covered by Social Security and
is receiving Social Security disability
benefits. In a covered year when infla-
tion runs at 5 percent, his benefits
would be increased by 5 percent by a
December cost-of-living adjustment.
The Congress has assured this totally
disabled individual of a full COLA,
and the pending deficit reduction pro-
posal has confirmed that assurance.
That’s as it should be.

Now, compare that disabled person's
situation with that of his equally dis-
abled neighbor, a paralyzed Vietnam
veteran struck down on the battlefield
whose spinal cord was equally severed
and who accordingly receives VA dis-
ability compensation for his total and
permanent disability. His compensa-
tion COLA—which traditionally has
been provided by the Congress in the
same percentage amount as increases
in Social Security—would be subject to
reduction and, possibly, even complete
elimination under the pending meas-
ure.

Mr. President, both of these individ-
uals, now condemned to life in a
wheelchair, have paid for their bene-
fits—one with monetary contribu-
tions—that is, Social Security payroll
taxes—the other with the loss of the
use of his legs and other bodily func-
tions in service to his country. They
are both truly entitled to these bene-
fits.

But is one more deserving than the
other? If so, is it the Social Security
disability recipient? I think not.

Yet, the pending proposal, which is
deficient in many ways but especially
in this respect, would place us in jeop-
ardy of a President saying to the vet-
eran—even after the Congress has ap-
proved a full COLA in his compensa-
tion—"Sorry. Even though your neigh-
bor is receiving a full COLA this year,
Congress has required me to cut
yours.”

How can that result possibly be ex-
plained?

I don’t believe it can be. Nor should
it even be permitted to be possible.

There is no justification whatsoever
for this inequitable result that dis-
criminates against veterans disabled in
service.

It is absolutely unacceptable to sub-
ject the more than 2.2 million veter-
ans—more than 240,000 of them Cali-
fornia residents—who have service-
connected disabilities—injuries and ill-
nesses sustained in service to our coun-
try—to the extraordinary authority in
the pending proposal that could result
in the denial or reduction of totally
justifiable and totally necessary cost-
of-living increases in VA compensation
rates that are specifically voted for by
Congress.
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These service-connected disabled
veterans—as well as the more than
330,000 survivors of veterans who died
while on active duty or as the result of
service-connected causes—have al-
ready made sacrifices for this country
and, in many cases, have made ex-
treme sacrifices. They should not, in
any scenario, be asked to make addi-
tional ones that entail such inequity.
More than 36,000 California widows
and orphans would be severely hurt.

If all COLA's are subject to reduc-
tion, then service-connected disabled
veterans ask no preferential treat-
ment. But that evenhandedness is not
the scenario proposed in Gramm-
Rudman.

Mr. President, we must ensure that
compensation for veterans who in-
curred disabilities in the line of duty
and for the survivors of those who
made the ultimate sacrifice is dealt
with fairly and equitably. That is what
our amendment would do.

NON-SERVICE-CONNECTED PENSION

Mr. President, I also want to point
out that the only monetary benefit
that our amendment protects is VA
compensation paid to service-connect-
ed disabled veterans and DIC to those
who have died from service-connected
causes. Our amendment would not
affect the VA Non-Service-Connected
Pension Program—under which bene-
fits are paid to needy wartime veter-
ans who are either permanently and
totally disabled from non-service-con-
nected causes or are 65 years of age
and older and to the needy survivors
of wartime veterans.

In this connection, I note that,
under section 214 of the pending
Gramm-Rudman legislation, VA pen-
sioners who receive some Social Secu-
rity income would be treated in the
same fashion as supplemental security
income recipients who receive some
Social Security benefits. In both cases,
whenever a sequester order is in
effect; that is, whenever a Presidential
order reduces or eliminates VA pen-
sion and SSI. COLA’s, the Social Secu-
rity COLA would not be counted as
income for purposes of this type of
means-tested program.

The current VA Pension Program
under chapter 15 of title 38, United
States Code, is a strictly needs-based
program. All family income, with very
few and limited exclusions, is counted
and reduces the individual recipient's
benefits dollar for dollar. However,
under section 3012 of title 38, VA pen-
sioners receive annual COLA's at the
same time and at the same percentage
as Social Security beneficiaries. As a
consequence, a pensioner’s receipt of
Social Security benefits does not,
under current law, produce a decrease
in his or her pension benefits.

But, in the absence of a provision
such as section 214, a Social Security
COLA paid to a VA pensioner in the
same year that his or her pension
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COLA is reduced to a percentage less
than the Social Security COLA or is
totally eliminated would produce a re-
duction in or the termination of the
individual's VA pension. Section 214,
however, would preclude those results,
and our amendment leaves that situa-
tion as it is in the pending measure.

VA MEDICAL CARE

Mr. President, regarding veterans'
medical care, our amendment, if en-
acted, would provide year-to-year sta-
bility to the system by preventing the
VA's medical care account outlays
from being reduced to an amount less
than the preceding year's outlay level
plus any pay cost rise during the year
in question. This approach is designed
to enable the VA to operate generally
the same size health care system from
year to year, employing generally the
same number and mix of employees
and providing generally the same
number of inpatient and outpatient
episodes of care to eligible veterans.

Without this protection, the Depart-
ment of Medicine and Surgery will
continue to face the uncertainty of
never knowing what level of funding
and staffing will be available in a given
year. Although such uncertainty can
be very disruptive to any program, it
would be particularly destructive to
the VA’s health care system. The
annual pull and tug of the budget and
appropriations process in recent years
has already been extremely disruptive
for the VA system. Allowing for the
type of wide swings in resources that
were outlined with such concern on
the floor Friday by the principal spon-
sor of this legislation, and which could
result if our amendment is not accept-
ed, could lead to enormous cuts in VA
health care.

Mr. President, the VA health-care
system, like any health-care effort, is
very labor intensive—the current staff-
ing level is approximately 194,000 full-
time-equivalent employees—FTEE'S.
The provision of quality health care
depends very heavily on building a
staff that can work effectively togeth-
er and then in keeping that staff to-
gether. Sharp changes in staffing
levels from year to year are directly
counter to reaching that goal. It is vi-
tally important that the VA be in a po-
sition to make and carry our long-
range plans for how the agency will
meet the health-care needs of the
ever-increasing population of older
veterans, Particularly in recent years,
this effort has been frustrated by not
being able to predict with any certain-
ty the staffing levels which will be
available in any given year. One need
only imagine the level of uncertainty
that the application of Gramm-
Rudman would produce.

Mr. President, the VA health-care
system is a vitally important national
resource that we must protect and pre-
serve. First, it is the means by which
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we meet our very fundamental obliga-
tion to provide health care to veterans
who are disabled during their service.
In the current fiscal year, the system
will provide impatient care to 1.2 mil-
lion patients and over 18 million epi-
sodes of outpatient treatment. Next,
the VA's 172 hospitals, 228 outpatient
clinics, and 116 nursing homes have
been assigned by the Congress the role
as the first backup to the Department
of Defense health-care system in time
of war or national emergency. Finally,
the VA plays very vital roles in the
education and training or our Nation’s
physicians, nurses, and other health-
care personnel and in medical re-
search. These latter roles are of impor-
tance not only to veterans but to the
nation as a whole. Fully half of all
physicians in the United States receive
some training in VA hospitals; 25 per-
cent of all U.S. medical students are
doing so right now.

Cutbacks of the magnitude that
could result if our amendment is not
adopted would savage the system as it
now exists and would cripple its ability
to provide quality care to our Nation’'s
veterans for years and decades to
come.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed in the

REecorp at this point a chart showing
the effect of 5- and 10-percent reduc-
tions in VA medical care in terms of
dollars, veterans treated, and staffing.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

IMPACT OF SEQUESTER REDUCTIONS UNDER
GRAMM-RUDMAN ON VA MEDICAL CARE

FY 1986 Appropriations for VA Medical
Care (estimated by the VA)—$9,358,694,000.

At this appropriation level, the VA in FY
1986 would employ approximately 194,000
full-time-equivalent employees (FTEEs) and
would treat approximately 1,313,700 pa-
tients on an inpatient basis and would pro-
vide approximately 17,869,000 outpatient
visits.

Impact of S-percent cut Impact of 10-percent cut

A Workioad reductions:
100,394 fewer
hospital patients

Ireated
451,773 fewer
outpatient visits.
B. FTEE reductions:
11,801 fewer FTEE...... FTEE level

Ingatients....... 200,788 fewet hospiltal

patients {realed

Qutpatients .. 200,788 fewer hospital

patients trealed
. 23,602 fewer FTEE

Mr. CRANSTON. With reference to
the importance of the VA health care
system, I was delighted to hear the
Senator from Texas [Mr. GRrRamm]
seem to express his strong support for
that system in his remarks on the
floor last Friday in connection with
his description of the House alterna-
tive. If the Senator truly believes, as
he seemed to indicate, that the VA
health care system plays a very vital
role in serving our Nation's veterans,
he will join with us in this amendment
to help protect that system.
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COMBINED EFFECTS OF MEDICAID AND VA
MEDICAL CARE CUTS

Mr. President, it is important to note
that, under the Gramm-Rudman pro-
posal, Medicaid and Medicare funds
are subject to being sequestered, and
the combined effects of sequestering
both these programs’ funding and VA
medical care funds could be devasting.

If the Senate rejects our amendment
to maintain the VA, health care
system at approximately its current
capacity and VA, medical care ac-
counts are sequestered, veterans
whose VA eligibility is based on their
inability to afford the care they need
will be a major category of those to
whom the VA will be forced to deny
care. Many of those veterans turned
away from the VA, will seek care
under Medicaid. With Medicaid pro-
grams also being forced to cut back,
there would be no available capacity in
them to take on the overflow from the
VA.

Depending on the amounts of VA
and Medicaid funds that are seques-
tered, the result obviously could be
that Medicaid resources would be
stretched far beyond the breaking
point and large numbers of low-income
veterans and others eligible for Medic-
aid would be unable to obtain the
health care they need.

Moreover, as Medicare funding is re-
duced under Gramm-Rudman and the
levels of Medicare payments to doctors
and hospitals fall, some may stop
taking Medicare patients who are
unable to make substantial out-of-
pocket payments. In some areas of the
country, this could make if difficult or
impossible for low-income elderly and
disabled individuals to obtain the care
they need through use of their Medi-
care entitlements. In these areas, the
situation I just described would be fur-
ther aggravated.

Thus, Gramm-Rudman would create
some very harsh realities, and I want
my colleagues to understand those re-
alities very clearly. What is before us
is the potential denial of health care
benefits to low-income veterans and
other Americans who may have no-
where else to turn to get the care they
need.

VA MEDICAL CARE WOULD NOT BE REMOVED FROM
THE POT

Mr. President, I want to make clear
that our amendment would not pro-
tect the VA health care system from
all harm from a deficit reduction order
pursuant to Gramm-Rudmann. With
the continuing inflation in health care
costs, providing for the VA system
generally no more that the appropria-
tion level of the prior year would rep-
resent a reduction. In addition, if the
VA wants to bring a new facility or
program on line in such a year, it will
be able to do so only by taking the re-
sources from elsewhere in the system.

Although the VA medical care ac-
count would be given some measure of
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protection under our amdendment,
this $9.3 billion is not being removed
from the so-called pot—the collection
of programs and accounts in which
cuts in COLA's or other increases or in
budget resources could be made.
Rather, we are proposing simply to
protect the VA health care system
from extremely sharp cutbacks in its
ability to provide care for sick and dis-
abled veterans. Substantial cuts from
appropriations would still be possible
to be made by Presidential order.
Taking the most recent years for
which figures are available, fiscal year
1984 outlays under the medical care
account were $8.244 billion; the fiscal
year 1985 increased pay costs were
$179 million; and fiscal year 1985 ap-
propriations were $8.792 billion. If
Gramm-Rudman had been in effect
with our amendment to it, a Presiden-
tial order could have made a cut of up
to $369 million in the VA medical care
account. A cut of that magnitude
would be very serious. My concern is
that Gramm-Rudman prescribes a for-
mula for even deeper cuts and our
amendment would prevent that. It is,
thus, extremely important for the con-
tinued maintenance of a strong VA
health care system that our amend-
ment be adopted.

Mr. President, I understand and ap-
preciate the impetus to try to keep as
many programs as possible in the pot,
so to speak, so as to spread any poten-
tial reductions around as widely as
possible. However, I sincerely believe
that the VA health care system should
have a measure of protected status. It
is the keystone of the VA’'s various
programs of benefits and services to
our Nation's veterans and, as such,
should not be put at risk in the way
this legislation would do.

NEW FACILITY ACTIVATION ANALYSIS

Mr. President, Senators will recall
from debates earlier this year regard-
ing funding levels for VA health care—
specifically, in May, in connection
with the fiscal year 1986 budget, and
just less than 3 weeks ago in October,
in connection with the VA's fiscal year
1986 appropriation—that I noted that
when the agency is faced with having
to make significant cuts in the medical
care account, it has two basic choices.
Either it can reduce the level of staff,
with the associated reductions in the
numbers of inpatient and outpatient
episodes of care, or it can slow down or
stop planned activations of new
projects or facilities. With reference to
this later alternative, the VA has
plans at present to activate 95 such
projects in 33 States in fiscal year 1986
and fiscal year 1987. If faced with cuts
of the order of magnitude that could
result if Gramm-Rudman were en-
acted without our amendment, any or
all of these projects—all of which con-
tribute to the agency's continuing ef-
forts to keep the system up-to-date
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and capable of providing quality care
to eligible veterans—could be substan-
tially delayed or dropped completely.

Mr. President, this is certainly no
way to manage this vital national re-
source. The Congress has a long histo-
ry of supporting VA programs to meet
the needs of our Nation's veterans,
and we should not now be risking pull-
ing the plug on the health-care system
and allowing its strength, quality, and
vitality to drain away. Rather, in light
of the ever growing number of older
veterans who are turning to the VA to
receive needed care, this is the time at
which we in the Congress should be
standing firm in our commitment to
maintain the system.

Mr. President, on October 18, the
Senate voted 36-56 not to table the
amendment that Senator MURKOWSKI,
I, and Senator DeConcin: offered to
restore $166 million to the VA medical
care account. A vote to reject this
amendment today would be a vote to
permit the undoing of that successful
effort which received much bipartisan
support.

CONCLUSION

I strongly urge my colleagues to join
with Senator RieEGLE and me in sup-
port of this amendment to preserve
service-connected disability compensa-
tion COLA's expressly enacted by Con-
gress and to protect the capacity of
the VA medical care program.

Mr. President, I yield back whatever
time I have remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman for yield-
ng.

I would like to begin by posing a
question to our distinguished -col-
league from California and our distin-
guished colleague from Michigan.

We voted on an amendment by Sen-
ator Bogren, Senator Exon, and Sena-
tor BoscHwITZ to put Social Security
back in the process, and I would like to
ask our distinguished colleague from
Michigan how he voted.

Mr. RIEGLE. The Senator from
Michigan voted the other way. The
Senator from Michigan thinks the
Social Security system should not be
subjected to the automatic cuts.

Mr. GRAMM. Reclaiming my time,
the point I would like to make in start-
ing this debate, with all the self-right-
eous flailing that is going on here, is
that I voted to include Social Security
in the process and the Senator from
California and the Senator from
Michigan voted to exempt it. Let us
start with the facts.

I doubt if there is anybody in this
body who has benefited more from
veterans berefits than I have. My
father was total y disabled. He died in
a veterans' hospital. Both my brother
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and I attended college under the War
Orphan Act and my mother draws a
veterans’ indemnity compensation
payment. I know the veterans' pro-
grams well.

I have argued that the greatest
problem with the House package is
that by exempting all of their sacred-
cow programs from the social welfare
means-tested programs to the great
majority of agricultural programs to
defense contracts, that they ended up
with a sequester pot that is so small
that if in fact we were forced to se-
quester, programs that are far more
deserving than the ones they exempt—
and I mentioned the veterans’' health
care systems specifically in that proc-
ess—would take twice the cut under
their sequester order for a given level
of overage than under ours.

I have consistently, as a Member of
the House and as a Member of the
Senate, in each budget debate worked
to try to preserve the basic benefits of
the veterans’ program. I have done so,
Mr. President, because budgeting is
where one makes choices, and I have
always believed that we have gone too
far in providing benefits to people who
have never done anything for America
to the exclusion of benefits for those
who have. And veterans have done
their share for America.

In fact, I went home last weekend
and in all of my meetings there were
dozens and dozens of DAV members
and members of other veterans' orga-
nizations asking me why veterans were
not exempt from this process.

I responded to them then as I argue
to you now that under the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings proposal no on-
budget item is exempt.

I would argue here that while I be-
lieve the veterans’ programs are
among the most important programs
that are undertaken by this Govern-
ment, while I believe that there are
few in America that can lay claim to a
legitimate piece of the public purse as
strongly as veterans can, we are talk-
ing about a process here to deal with
the No. 1 problem in the country, the
deficit. No individual interest is as im-
portant as America’s interest.

I believe that a key element in this
bill is that within our ability to control
the process every part of the budget—
every part of the problem, no matter
how important that program Is,
whether it is VA health care or AIDS
research; whether it is Indian health
care; whether it is community health
centers, whatever your particular pet
program is, and I guess you could say
that veterans programs are mine—
those individual programs, as impor-
tant as they are, are not as important
as the future of America. That is what
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings is about.

I believe to grant this exemption, to
grant an exemption of over $20 billion,
would be to undo the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings proposal because
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the beauty of this proposal is it allows
any Member of the Senate to stand up
and say, “Any item that was on budget
that was part of the problem is re-
quired to be part of the solution.”

When we adopt a budget which will
have to have a deficit of $144 billion or
less—the President will have to submit
it by January 15 and we will have to
adopt it by April 15—I intend to give a
very high priority to national defense
and to veterans' programs. I intend to
fight for those programs.

But as strongly as I believe in them,
I do not think that they or any other
program that is on budget and part of
the deficit problem should be exempt
from the sequester order. Only if we
all have a stake in making the budget
process work, only if our individual po-
litical oxes are going to be gored if we
do not deal with the deficit problem,
only at that point are we going to have
the kind of discipline that will induce
each of us to do our duty to the coun-
try and to the forgotten people whose
programs we are not debating here.
We have debated over the last few
hours, and will debate the rest of the
day, the benefits of those who get
Government programs, and many are
deserving. But the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings bill is for another group of
people who are seldom discussed here
on the floor of the Senate except
when it is time to raise their taxes.
That group is made up of people who
do the work, pay the taxes, pull the
wagon, and make America work.

I am opposed to this amendment.
Had we exempted Medicare I would
have cosponsored this amendment.
Had we exempted Medicaid, I would
have cosponsored this amendment and
voted for it. Had we exempted any
other program that was set out in an
amendment here, then in my mind we
would have been forced to exempt this
one because this program has a strong-
er claim than Medicaid, Medicare, or
AFDC. But we did not exempt those
programs.

We defeated an effort to exempt
Medicare. I understand that Medicaid
and AFDC will not be offered.

Voting yes on a motion to table is a
consistent vote for keeping everything
in the pot so that if, God forbid, we do
not do our job, if there is a sequester
order, we will have $500 or $600 billion
in the pot. If we start exempting all of
our favorite programs, then those that
are unfortunate enough to be left will
be decimated in the process.

That is why I oppose this amend-
ment. That is why I urge my col-
leagues to vote for the motion to table.

Mr. RIEGLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. Presid